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persons between the ages of 16 and 64 are not working. Of these 12.4 million 
people, 8.2 million warit to work. We hope that the results of the new survey 
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INTRODUCTION 



The purpose of this survey is to learn what employers across the 
nation are doing to employ disabled people and return disabled employees to 
work, and what their experiences with disabled employees have been. The survey 
also seeks to identify barriers that prevent employers from hiring disabled 
people, and steps that the public and private sector could take to increase the 
employment of disabled p^tople. 

This is the first nationwide survey of managers to focus primarily on 
issues concerning the employment of disabled people. It is hoped that the 
results will provide guidance to employers, disability advocates , rehabilitation 
and placement agencies ^ and legislators who are working to help disabled people 
enter the mainstream as productive members of society. 

The need for this research was made clear by the ICD Survey of 
Disabled Americans: Bringing lU^afeled ^merlcans iritb th e^Mn&tream ^ conducted 
for IGD and the National Council on the Handicapped by Louis Harris and 
Associates In 1985. 

The survey of disabled Americans found that two-thirds of all 
working-age disabled persons are not working, even though a large majority of 
this group say that they would like to work. Disabled persons are^ therefore^ 
much less likely to be working than any other demographic group under 65 ^ 
including black teenagers. The challenge presented by these findings is how to 
induce the private and public sectors to effect policies and programs which will 
bring many more disabled people into the workforce. 
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That survey found that work makes a vast qualitative difference in the 

lives of disabled Americans; Comparisons between working and non-working 

disabled people show that those who work are more satisfied with life^ much less 

likely to consider themselves disabled, and much less likely to say that their 

disability has prevented them f^om reaching their full abilxties as a person. 

Working disabled persons also are better educated and have ii?ore money than do 

non-working disabled persons. 

The survey identified a number of barriers which many disabled people 

cite as important reasons why they are not working, as well as measures of 

disabled peoplie's work experience. But these findings provided few guides which 

could be used to stimulate and encourage the employment of many more disabled 

people. This new survey is designed to fill this gap. 

Specifically, the survey provides: 

A cbmpiarison of current recruiting efforts made for 
disabled people and those made for other groups. 

Managers' comparisons between d-'sabled and non-disabled 
job applicants. 

Managers' opinions about the prevalence of job 
discrimination against disabled people, 

Measures of the prevalence of company policies or 
programs for the hiring of disabled people. 

-- The percentage of companies that have hired disabled 
people in the past three years and in the past year. 

The most important reasons why some companies have not 
hired disabled people. 

Comparisons of the job performance of disabled and 
non-disabled employees. 

Comparisons of the cost of employing disabled and 
non-disabled employees . 
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The percentage of cbmjpflnles thflt have made accommodations 
for disabled employees, arid the cost of these 
accdmmddat Ions . 

— Managers' experiences with job Initiatives and training 
programs for disabled people. 

Measures of the prevalence of various disability 
management programs for current employees who become 
disabled. 

Managers' reactions to 13 ini::iatives and policy changes 
that have been proposed to increase employment of 
disabled people. 
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The survey is based on Interviews with four separate samples of 

managers: 210 interviews with top managers, 301 ir.uerviews with equal 

employment opportunity (EEO) managers, 210 interviews with department heads and 

line managers, arid 200 iriterviews with top managers in very small companies 

(that employ 10-49 people). In all^ 921 interviews were conducted with managers 

of 921 different companies. 

Top managers were defined as corporate executives with at least the 

rank of senior vice president. The EEO sample is composed oE managers who have 

responsibility for equal employment opportunity at their company locations. The 

third sample is of department heads and line managers in a variety of company 

departments, ranging from sales to accounting and finance. Top managers in very 

small companies, the fourth sample, were defined as principals or rankirig 

officers. Generally, managers were speaking from their current knowledge and 

experience without drawing on detailed company records. 

it should be noted that while each sample wais drawn to be a 

representative cross-section of each category of manager, the aggregate data is 

not strictly projectable to any population. In most tables therefore the 

replies of top managers, EEO offi^rs, line managers and small business managers 

are shown separately i ^ ^ 

1 O 
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The first three samples are sach stratified Into three equal subgroups 
of managers in large companies (10^000 or more employees) j medltim-slzed 
companies (1^000-9^999 employees)^ arid small companies (50-999 employees). For 
example j there are 70 Interviews with top managers In larf^s companies, 70 with 
rbjp managers In medium-sized companies, and 70 Interviews with top managers In 
small companies. 

All interviews were -onducted in September and October, 1986, from the 
Harris firm's central telephone facility in New York Gity. interviews averaged 
25 minutes in length. 

Appendix A conLalno additional information about the survey 
methodology. 



Terminology 

There are many different terms used to describe people with 
disabilities i the most common o f which are "disabled" and "handlcapDed. " 
Managers commonly use these two terms to describe two different populatlbris of 
people with disabilities. People who already are disab led before they begin 
working for a company usually are considered "handicapped" by managers. 
Questions in this survey that refer to this population use the adjective 
"handicapped." Managers commonly think of "disabled" people as current 
employees who become disabled because of Injury, illness, or other health 
conditions. There are also survey questions about this group, and they use the 
adjective "disabled." 



19 

o 

ERIC 



-5- 



However, this report uses the word ''disabled'* throughbut to describe 
all disabled people, defined as "people with physical, seeing, hearing arid 
speech disabilities^ or emotional or mental disabilities, or long-term health 
problems". 

Notes on Reading the Tables 

An asterisk (*) on a table signifies a value of less than one-half 
percent (0.5%). A dash (-) represents a value cf zero. Percentages may not 
always add up to 100% because of computer rounding, multiple answers from 
respondents, or the elimination of "no answers." 

Public R elease of Survey Findx:igs 

All Louis Harris and Associates surveys are designed to adhere to the 
code of standards of the Council of American Survey Research Organizations 
(CASRO) and the code of the National Council of Public Polls (NCPP). Because 
data from this survey will be released to the public, any release must stipulate 
that the complete report also be available, rather than simply an excerpt 

from the survey findings. 



erJc 
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Pfoiect Responsibility 

The director of this project at Louis Harris and Associates was 
Humphrey Taylor^ President. The chief analyst Was Stuart Leichenkb, Research 
Associate. He worked under the supervision of Michael R. Kagay, Ph.D., Vice 
President arid Division Rend. 

Ldiiis Harriis and Asisociates would like to thank ICD-Intcrnationai 
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in debt to the many other people who contributed to the development of the 
questionnaire. However, responsibility for topics, question wordings, the 
findings, and for their interpretation rests solely with Louis Harris and 
Associates . 
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SURVEY HIGHtiGKTS 

This summary provides an overview of the survey findings. Many 
findings described in the chapters of the report do not appear in this summary. 
Readers are urged to read the chapters in order to understand the full findings 
of the survey. 

Employers* Experiences With Disabled Employees 

i • Overwhelming majorities of managers give- disabled employe e s a g ood 
or excellent rating on their overall job performanc e. Only brie in tw e nty 
managers say that disabled employees^ job t3erformance i s only fair, arid 
virtually no one says that they do poor work . 

Twenty- four percent of top managers give disabled employees an 
excellent performance rating, 64% rate their job performance as good, 5% call it 
only fair, and 1% call it poor. 

Twenty-percent of equal employment opportunity (EE6) officers say that 
disabled employees do an excellent job, 71% say that they do a good job, 4% say 
only fair, arid none rate their job performance as poor. 

Twenty-seven percent of department heads and line managers give 
d- ~abled employees an excellent rating, 64% rate their job performance as good, 
3% call it only fair^ arid riorie said that disabled employees do a poor job, 

2. Nearly all di sab^led employees do their jobs as well or better than 
Qtber^ ^pldyees in similar l obs . 

The great majority of managers say that disabled employees work as 
hard or harder than non-disabled employees, and are as reliable and punctual or 
more jsb. They produce as well or betJter than non-disabled employees, and 
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demonstrate average or better than average leadership ability. They are also 

ambitious i in other words, disabled employees are an asset to any employer. 

Line managers' comparisons between disabled and non-disabled employees 

are indicative of the total responses: 

On willingness to work hard: 46% of line managers rate 
disabled employees as better than non-disabled employees, 
and 33% rate them about the same. 

-- Oh reliability: 39% rate disabled employees as better 
than non -disabled employees, and 42% rate them about the 
same. 

-- On attendance and punctuality:, 39% rate disabled 

employees as better than non-disabled ^imployees, and 46% 
rate them about the same. 

-- On productivity: 20% rate disabled employees as better, 
and 57% rate them about the same as non-disabled 
employees . 

-- On desire for promotion: 23% rate disabled employees as 
better, and 55% rate them about the same as non-disf^bled 
employees . 



On leadership ability: 10% rate disabled employees as 
better, and 62% rate them about the same as nbri-disabled 
employees , 



3. Eight out of ten department heads and line-ma nagers fe el that 
disabled employees are no harder to supervise than non-disabled employees^ 
Eighty-four percent of line managers who have supervised disabled^^empj 
BO%H^f those who have not, feel this way . 

^. The majority of managers if6Q% of top managers and 61% of E.] 
officers) report^hat t h eir companies can provide in-house training f^r disabled 

%£iiHJ^^i^y ceo . 
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The Cost of Employing and Accbfoisodatin^ Disabled jPeople 

1. Gost ishould not be a barrier to incressvsd employment 
people, — A t^i re e - fourth s majority of all three manager groups say that tUs 
avera ge cost of employing a disabled person is about the same as the cost of 
employing a non-disabled^^^ersoi?. . 

Eighty-one percent of top managers, 79% of EEO officers, and 75% of 
department heads and line managers say that it costs about the same amount to 
employ either a disabled or non-disabled person. Only 13% to 17% of these 
managers consider it more expensive to employ a disabled person. 

2- £arge majorities o f mana gers also say that making accommodations 
for d;^abled employees is not expensive. The cost bf -^ccommodations rarelv 
drives the cos t of employment above the average- range o f costs for all 
employees . 

3. About half of EEQ off i cers r48%y sa y that thei r company has made 
iations for disabled empl o yees, the most com mon accomm odations are the 
^architectural barriers in the workplace, the pu rchase of s pecial 
equipment for disabled emp l oyees, and adjusting work hours or-r estfu<^turing lobs 
for dis abled empl oyees . 

A recent federal study emphasized that accommodations, when needed^ 
are a crucial step toward the full integration of disabled employees into the 
workforce. 

Most manageris whose companies have not made accommodations say that 
they were not needed. However, the survey did not determine the extent to which 
accommodations were actually needed. Nevertheless, it seems likely that many 
managers could benefit from further education about the excellent performance 
record achieved by disabled employees, the generally low cost of accommodations, 
and their effectiveness in helping people do their jobs well. 
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Recent Hiring of Disabled People 

1 . Strong performance evaiuations and an absence of cost barriers 
have i-o t translated into widespread hiring o f dis abled employees. Only 43% o f 
EEO officers say that their company has hired a di «= ?abled employee in the past 
year . This number does not take account of the hiring of people with "invisible 
disabilities" ar those who do not self -identify as disabled- 

2. Large companies are much more likely to hire dis abled employees 
than are smaller companies . Fifty-two percent of companies with at least 10,000 
employees have hired disabled people in the past year. That percentage drops to 
27% for companies with 50-999 employees ^ and 16% for companies with 10-49 
employees. These differences reflect ^ at least in part, the obvious fact that 
large employers hire more people of all kinds. The survey does not provide 
information on whether the proportion of disabled employees hired ifs greater 
among large, medium-sized or small companies. 

3. Companies that have federal contracts are also- more likely to hire 
disabled people than are companies without federal contracts . Federal law 
requires companies that have federal contracts in excess of $2,500 to provide 
equal employment opportunities to disabled people. 

BarrleriB to Increased Hiring of Disabled People 

1 . Companies that have tidt hi re d disabled people i n-t4ie ^ast three 
years say that a lack of qualified applicants is the roost^ important rea son^ 
Sixty-six percent of managers say that a lack of qualified applicants^^s^ an 
important reason why they have not hired disabled people . 
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the message-^ii-^hls finding is rAk»T. increase^^feh^pool of analjfi ed 
disabled people through^^feeation and /i p DroDrfflts t^ainiftg^^fe, . a new 
generation of disabled people are now being edacated under the auspices of the 
1975 Education for Ail Handicapped Children Act. These young people must also 
receive the training necessfiry to enter the profession of their choice. 

Millions of unemployed disabled people who finished their education 
before 1975 also need to acquire additional job skills. The 1985 ICD Survey of 
Disabled Americans showed that only one-third of working-age disabled people ar.. 
employed either full-tin.e or part-time, even though a two-thirds majority of 
unemployed disabled persons want to work. The evidence suggests many employers 
could acquire valuable employees and help more disabled people to become 
productive members of society. 

2. A^econd key barrier is that few comp anies have B^tabl^sbed^ 
policy or program^or the hiring of dlsabled^lny o es. Bnlv 37^ oi^^amr.s 
say that thei^^ompany has such a poUcy program, .n^ ^K.,. aiostlv^... 
companies . 

Employment of disabled people would increase dramatically if many more 
companies established these policies. Sixty-seven percent of companies that 
have such a hiring policy have hired disabled employees in the past year, 
compared to only 42% of companies that do not have a policy. The active 
dissemination of these employment policies raises the consciousness of managers, 
and increases the likelihood that they will try harder to employ disabled 
people. Many companies could clearly do much more in this area. 

"lanag^^s^n play a vital role iti^^ ing the ron^n^.„c..e. 
middle managers about ^win^ disab^.R n.^p i.. ... ^^^^ ^^^^^^ 

policies are followed . In companies that have such a policy, 88% of top 
managers say that they play an .utive role in disseminating the policy. 
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4. But managers generally display a low level of cbhsclbusriess toward 
disabled people as a gr^up, which is anothe r barri ^^ to^ thejLr inoreased 
employment . The couacioushess of all managers top) middle^ and line 
supervisors -- toward disabled people heeds to be raisisd. Many iiianageris are not 
aware that tinemployed disabled people want to work, and are capable of becoming 
loyal, productive employees. 

For example, only one in ten top managers display a strongly 
optimistic attitude toward disabled people as a potential source of employees. 
Both minority groups and elderly people are more likely to be considered an 
excellent source of employees by top managers, than are disabled people. 

5. Job discrimination remains one of the most persistent 
barriers to increased employment of disabled people. A three- fourths mfHbfi^y 
of managers feel that disabled people often encoimter d^iserim^inat^ibi^^^fbm 
employers . 

This finding supports the anecdotal evidence of job discrimination 
that disability advocates and journalists have gathered for years. Until 
discrimination from employers is eliminated^ large numbers of unemployed 
disabled people may never join the working mainstream of American life. 

Ih-hbuse traihihg for disa bli&d-employees > Sixty percent of top managers and 61% 
of EEO officers say their companies can do this. Among small businesses, 
however, only 46% of managers say they can provide in-house training. The main 
reasons why empldyers cannot provide in-house training are the lack of special 
training for managers, the lack of special equipment and architectural barriers. 
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The Rehabliltdtibii bf Disabled Employees 

1- Most cmplbycrs who have dealt w ith emDlovees^tfh& become disabled 
say that a majority ofl^fch ese^p lo ye es return to worlr : Only relatively small 
minorities (fioi 22% to 8%) of the four employer groups say that a majority of 
their disabled employees remain disabled or take early retirement. 

2- Most employers are s upp&r^ive^f , and committed to. the 
^ebabA4^^tlon of employ ees, who become disable . Approximately three-quarters 
of each of the three types of managers surveyed feel that employers have a 
responsibility to rehabilitate disabled employees. Equally large majorities 
feel the rehabilitation of disabled employees is cost-effective. Disability 
management programs widely used include light duty, part-time work or flexible 
hours (72%), trial work periods (38%), the use of private rehabilitation vendors 
(36%) and medical case management (35%). 

^- Most employers (70%-74%) beli e ve that^fchei^^mpanies are doing 
enough to rehabiUtate^^sabled emntovep. Only tiny minorities (8%-16%) 
believe they should make greater efforts. These findings suggest that, as 
things are, employers are unlikely to significantly increase their 
rehabilitation efforts. 
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What Conpanles Plan to Do In the Near Future 

1, Most-feai^gers -tblnk that their company Is already doing enough to 
employ - disabl ed people, and should not make greater efforts to employ them . 
Slxty-jseven percent of top managers, 71% of EEO officers, and 70% of department 
heads and line managers think that their companies are doing enough now to 
employ disabled people; 

2. Malorities of managers also think it is somewhat likely or very 
iikeiy that their companies will make greater efforts to employ disabled people 
in the next^ three years . Between 57% and 63% of managers think that their 
company will make some greater efforts to increase employment of disabled 
people. From 28% to 38% think that this will not happen. 

Many managers are willing to try harder to employ disabled people^ and 
may do so. But they expect rehabilitation and placement agencies to shoulder 
most of the burden of producing qualified applicants. 



Managers Rate the Effectiveness of Proposed Policy Changes 

1. Managers express strong support for many different proposed 

initiatives and policy changes designed to help increase employment of disabled 

people . These include steps and changes that could be taken by employers, 

federal and state agencies, legislatures, private rehabilitation agencies and 

placement services, and foundations. 

These proposals are thought to have the most potential; 

Establishing direct training and recruiting programs with 
schools and vocational rehabilitation agencies: 54% of 
managers rate this very effective, and 38% rate it 
somewhat effective. 
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Having more companies provide Internships or part-time 
jobs to disabled persons as _ari Introduction to full-time 
Jobs: 35% irate this very effective, and 53% rate it 
Somewhat effective. 

Having employers explain specific functional requirements 
as part of job descrljpt ions for open positions: 35% rate 
this very effective, and 45% rate it somewhat effective. 

Having_the government provide additibhal tax deductions 
for expensive accommodations, or share in their cost: 
27% consider this very effective, and 47% consider it 
somewhat effective . 



Having the government subsidize salaries for severely 
disabled employees for a trial period: 26% rate this 
very effective, and 42% rate it somewhat effective. 

-- Having disability professionals give technical assistance 
or counsel to employers for accommodations or problems 
with specific employees: 24% rate this very effective, 
arid 57% rate it somewhat effective. 

— Having chief executive officers establish voluntary 
employraerit targets for disabled people: 24% rate this 
very effective, and 48% rate it somewhat effective. 

When asked what they see as the most important steps that 
public and private agencies should take to help employers employ more 
disabled people, many mariagers mention programs which would increase 
the numbers of job-qualified disabled people, or which would better 
inform employers about qualified applicants. 

2. Substantial mal orities of al l types of managers support 
the concept that c ivil rights— laws which p^rotect minorities against 
discrim ination should also apply t^^d4sabled ^people . E. E. 0. officers 
(80%) are the most supportive of this extension of civil rights laws, 
top managers (56%) the least supportive. 
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IN CQNCLUSION 

There are several important findings in this survey which are very 
encouraging: 



Employers give their disabled employees high marks as 
hard working, reliable and productive employees. 

The cost of employing disabled people is not a 
significant barrier. 

Most employers appear to be willing to consider the 

employment of more disabled people if they are qualified. 



However, the evidence of this survey is that, without some 
new stimulation, the employment of disabled people is unlikely to increase 
significantly: 

Most managers think their company is already doing enough 



to employ diisabled people and should not make greater 
efforts to do so. 

Most fnipioyers believe that the shortage of disabled job 

?PP^^9?^?® ^^^^_^PP?°P^^?*'®_9^^^^^49?*^^*^"? ^? ^ major 
barrier to their employing more disabled people. 

Employers give the hiring of disabled people a lower 
priority than the hiring of people from minority groups 
and the elderly. And disabled people are the least 
likely to be viewed as an excellent source of employees; 

Reviewing the data, and reading between the lines of some of the 



responses, it is clear that most managers give the recruitment of disabled 
people a very low priority, and that little societal or business pressure is 
brought to bear on them to give it a higher priority. 

Efforts to increase the employment of disabled people will only 
succeed therefore if: 

1. There is an increase. in the number of job applicants who 



are perceived by employers to be qualified. 

2. Employers give the employment of disabled people a Higher 
priority. 



This survey suggests a number of steps that leaders in government, 
business and voluntary organizations could take to raise the consciousness of 
employers on these Issues. 
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CHAPTER 1: MANAGERS ASSESS DiSABLED JOB APPLICAOTS 



Recruitir g Ef forts and Attltudes^joward^sabled Persons 

The survey results show that companies are more likely to make special 
recruiting efforts for people from minority groups than they are for disabled 
people. Seventy-two percent of EEO officers and 50% of line managers say that 
their companies currently make a special effort to recruit people from minority 
groups. In cbmparison» 60% of EEO officers and only 33% of line managers 
believe that their companies do special recruiting for disabled people 
(Table i-i). One explanation for this difference is presumably the legal 
requirement for recruiting minorities. 

Companies with federal contracts are much more likely than those 

without such contracts to make special efforts to hire both minorities and 

disabled people. 

Another possible explanation is suggested in top managers' attitudes 
toward disabled people as a potential source of employees. Top managers were 
asked to consider their company's future employment needs, and rate three groups 
as potential sources of employees - people in minority groups, disabled people, 
and elderly people (Table 1-2). The results are as follows: 

Twenty-seven percent of top managers consider minority 
groups an excellent potential source of employees, 54% 
consider them good, 14% rate them as only fair, and 2% 
irate them as poor. 

The results for elderly people are i4% excellent, 42% 
good, 27% only fair, and 13% poor. 

— Ten percent give disabled people an excellent rating, 51% 
rate them as good, 31% consider them only fair, and 5% 
rate them as a poor potential source of employees. 
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Dlsabied people are the least likely to be viewed as an excellent source of 
erojpioyeeSi and are about as likely ajs elderly people to be considered as only 
fair or poor. Only one In ten top managers -- people with at least the rank of 
senior vice president -- display *i strongly optimistic attitude towards disabled 
people as potential employees. ^ 
Observations : 

li Disabled people are about as likely as elderly people to 
receive strong consideration, for hiring from top managers. 
It is difficult hot to see this as evidence of negativism, 
or at least a lack of enthusiasm, toward disabled pp>bple. 
These. attitudes pose a barrier to Increased employment of 
disabled people. 

2. These findings sharply contradict the positive ratings 
given to disabled job applicants by EEO officers and line 
managers (see Table 1-3) and the high marks awarded to 
disabled employees for their job performance (see 
Chapter 4) . 
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Table i-i 

A COMPARISON OF SPECIAL RECRUITING EFFORTS FOR MINORITY 
GROUPS AND DISABLED PERSONS 

?4^M^''°^^ cSmpihy currently mak^ a special effort to recruit (READ EACH 

iltn), or not? 



EEO Qf^l^^r^ 

Makes a special effort 
Does not make 
Not sure 

Department^eads/Llrne Manai> ers 
Makes a special effort 
Does not make 
Not sure 

Companies with F ederal^GbvernmRnt Contracts 
Makes a special effort 
Does not make 
Not sure 

Goapanles without Federal Governaent Contracts 
Makes a special effort 
Does not make 
Not sure 



Base 



(301) 



(210) 



(273) 



(570) 



People 
From 
Minority 
Groups 

% 

72 
27 

i 

% 
50 
46 
4 

% 
82 
i6 

2 

% 

49 
47 
3 



Disabled 
People 

% 

6b 

3b 

ib 
% 

33 
53 
14 

% 

56 
41 
3 

% 
28 
67 

5 



t 5? 
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Q.30 

Table 1-2 



TOP MANAGERS RATE DISABLED PEOPLE 
AS A POTENTIAL SOURCE OF EMPLOYEES 



Q. : When you think of your company's employment needs in the next few years, 
how would you rate (READ EACH ITEM) as a potential source of employees -- 
excellent, good, only fair, or poor? 

Only Not 

Base: 210 Excellent Good Fair Poor Sure Refused 



People In minority groups 


% 


27 


54 


14 


2 


2 




Handicapped people 


% 


10 


51 


31 


5 


2 


* 


Elderly people 


% 


14 


42 


27 


13 


4 





*Less than 0.5%. 
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EEQ afld-£ifle-Man^geg^ Disabled Job Applicants 

EEO officers arid line managers compared disabled and non-disabled job 
applicants on a number of criteria. Substantial majorities of both manager 
groups rate disabled ajppiicants as equal to, or better than^ non-disabled 
applicants on: formal education, job skills, ability to sell themselves, 
leadership potential, communication skills, and past experience (Table 1-3). 

Among EEG officers, majorities ranging from 60% to 64% consider 
disabled applicants about the same as non-disabled applicants on formal 
education, job skills, leadership potential, and communication skills. 
Minorities of 10% to 13% rate disabled applicants better than non-disabled 
applicants on all of these criteria except one, the ability to sell themselves, 
for which 23% of EEO officers rate disabled applicants superior. 

Line managers give disabled job applicants virtually the same 
evaluations for all six criteria as those given by EEiD officers. For example, 
27% of line managers rate disabled applicants as better than non-disabled 
applicants on their ability to sell themselves. 

Observation ; 

Both EEO officers arid line managers say that a lack of past 
experience hurts disabled applicants most. The problem, of 
course, is how to gain experierice when one can't get a job. 
One way in which this can be addressed is internship 
and other on-the-job training programs. 
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Q.3 

Table 1-3 

MANAGERS RATC DISABI£D JOB APPLICANTS 

Q. : In general, how would you compare handicapped 4ob-^p p 1 Icari ts to most non- 
haiidlcapped applicants on their (READ ITEM) are handicapped applicants 
better, worse, or about the same as most non -handicapped applicants? 



_E£Q^ Officers. 



BaisQ: 301 




Better 


Worse 


About 

the 

Same 


Dbesh' t 

Apply 

(Vol,> 


Depends 


Not 


Ref ut 


Formal education 


% 


13 


7 


63 


6 


5 


5 


i 


Job skills 


% 


13 


9 


60 


7 


7 


3 




Ability to sell themselves 


% 


23 


16 


46 


6 


4 


5 


* 


Leadership potential 


% 


10 


6 


64 


6 


6 


8 




Communication skills 


% 


11 


6 


61 


5 


12 


5 




Past experience 


% 


10 


26 


45 


6 


6 


7 


i 



- - Department Heads /Line Managers 

About Doesn't 
the Apply Depends Not 
Base: 210 Better Worse Same (Vol. ) (Vol. ) Sure Refused 



Formal education 


% 


13 


6 


60 


10 


2 


10 




Job skills 


% 


14 


5 


58 


10 


5 


9 




Ability to sell themselves 


% 


27 


10 


42 


10 


2 


9 




Leadership potential 


% 


9 


8 


62 


10 


2 


9 




Communication skills 


% 


11 


5 


61 


9 


6 


7 


* 


Past experience 


% 


9 


20 


45 


11 


2 


12 





*Less than 0.5%. 
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CHAPTER 2: JOB DISCRiMiNAtlON AND CIVIL RIGHTS LAWS 



Job^iscriffllnatj^-Agelnst Disabled People 

Large majorities of top managers (72%), EEO officers (76%), department 
heads/line managers (80%), and small business managers (7G%) feel that disabled 
people often encounter job discrimination from employers (Table 2-1). 

Observat^ion ; 

This assertion by three-fourths of managers supports the 
anecdotal evidence of job discrimination against disabled 
P?9pi?_^^^^ disability advocates and journalists have 
gathered for many years. Discrimination by employers 
remains a barrier to increased en^loyment of disfibled 
people. 

llie 1985 ICD Survey of Disabled Americans found that only 
one-third of working-age disabled people are employed either 
full-time or part-time, even though a two-thirds majority of 
unemployed disabled people want to work. Until job 
discrimination and other employment barriers are eliminated, 
large numbers of disabled people may not enter the working 
mainstream of American life. 
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Q.7 

Table 2-1 



PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYERS WHO FEEL DISABLED 
PEOPLE ENCOUNTER JOB DISCRIMINATION 



Q. : bo you feel that handicapped people often encounter job discrimination from 
employers, or not? 

Department ^mali 
top EEd Heads/ Business 

Manajgement Officers Line Managers Managers 
Base 210 301 210 200 





% 


% 


% 


% 


Yes, encounter discrimination 


72 


H 


80 


70 


Do not encounter 


17 


iS 


ii 


18 


Not sure 


11 


7 


9 


12 


Refused 




1 




1 
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Whethe r Civil 4lirgh%s^>aws Should Also Cover Disabled People 

All four manager groups were asked if the civil rights laws that cover 
minorities against discrimination should also cover disabled persons. 
Majorities of top managers, EEO officers, line managers ^ and small business 



managers think that they should. But EEO officers and line managers express 
much stronger support than top managers. Eighty percent of EEO officers and 72% 
of line managers support coverage for disabled people by anti-discrimination 
laws. Only 56% of top managers take this view, a tar smaller majority 
(Table 2-2). 



Observation : 

This is, perhaps, one of the more surprising findings in the 
survey. It is, liowever, typical of the attitudes of 
business executives reported in this survey who are shown to 
be generally supportive of policies which would help 
disabled people. 

This is the second finding to suggest that EEO officers and 
line managers are closer to the problems faced by disabled 
employees, and are more supportive of change than are top 
managers . 
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Q.6 



Table 2-2 

WHETHER CIVIL RIGHTS LAWS SHOULD ALSO COVER DISABLED PEOPLE 



Q; : Do you think that the civil rights laws that cover minorities against 
dls crimination should also coyer handicapped persons, or not? (IF RESPONDENT 
SAYS THAT LAWS ALREADY COVER THEM, PROBE WITH: Do you think that civil rights 
laws should or should not . . .?) 









Departinent 


Small 




Top 


_ EED 


Heads/ 


Business 




Manaj^raent 


Officers 


Line Managers 


HanaKers 


Base 


210 


301 


210 


200 




% 


% 


% 


% 


Should cover 


56 


80 


72 


65 


Should not cover 


30 


16 


19 


26 


Not sure 


13 


4 


8 


9 


Refused 






-k 


1 



*Less than 0.5%. 
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CHAPTER 3: HlRiNG POLiCiES TOWARD DISABLED PEOPLE 



Prevalence <)^ 3Lriag^p&llcles or Programs for Disabled ^People 

Thirty-seven percent of all managers interviewed say that their 
company has an established policy or program for the hiring of disabled people 
(Table 3-1). 

eompanies that employ at least 10,000 people are two to nine times 
more likely to have a hiring policy than are companies with less than one 
thousand employees. Sixty-two percent of managers In companies with at least 
10,000 employees say that they have a hiring policy for disabled people, 
compared to 24% in companies with 50-999 employees and a mere 7% in companies 
with 10-49 employees. 

^Observation ; 

If one accepts the premise that establishing equal 
employment policies for disabled people is a necessary itep 
toward their full employment, then these results show a long 
haul aLeart for the advocacy movement. It will be many years 
until .-.arga majorities of all managers say that their 
company has an established policy for employing disabled 
people. 

Federal law requires companies that have federal contracts in excess 
of $2,500 to effect equal employment hiring policies toward disabled people. in 
coipanies that have federal contracts, 71% 5f managers say that they have an 
established hiring policy for disabled people. Only 21% of managers in 
companies without federal contracts have such a policy or program. 

Awareness of these policies appears to be significantly lower among 
department heads and line managers. About one-third of this group says that 
their company has a hiring policy toward disabled people. The corresponding 
figures for top Managers and ££0 officers are 47% and 53%, respectively. 
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lii companies that have a hiring policy for disabled people, 88% of top 



inanagers state that they play an active role in disseminating this policy to 
managers (table 3-2). 

Half of these companies also have awareness programs or distribute 
literature to help managers learn to work with disabled people (Table 3-3). 



Obsefvatlbn ; 

Top managers report a remarkably high level of participation 
In educating middle managers about these hiring policies. 
The big dropoff In awareness of these policies among line 
managers suggests that neither their efforts nor awareness 
programs have succeediad fully as of yet. 

Almost half (47%) of EEO officers (or managers with those 



responsibilities) in companies with hiring policies say that a specific person 
or department oversees the hiring of handicapped people (Table 3-4). The 
existence of such a position or department perhaps suggests a more firmly 
established policy for employing disabled people. 
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Q.8a 

Table 3-1 



PREVALENCE OF HIRING POLICIES OR PROGRAMS FOR I3iSABLED PEOPLE 



Q^: Does your company have an established policy or program for the hiring of 
handicapped people, or not? 



Hais a 

Policy or Does Not 

Base Program Not Have Sure 

Total Mi % 37 55 8 



All Hanagers By Size of Company 

ID^DOO or more employees 240 % 62 30 8 

1^000-9,999 employees 242 % 51 36 13 

50-999 employees 239 % 24 69 7 

10-49 employees 200 % 7 92 2 



T ype of M anager 

Top Management 210% 47 52 1 

EEC Officer, 301 % 53 41 7 

Department Head/Line Manager 210 % 35 44 2I 

Small Business Managers 200 % 7 92 2 

Company^4{as FMeral Contracts 

Yes 273 % 71 25 4 

No 570 % 21 72 7 
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Q.7 

table 3-2 

TOP MANAGEMENT'S ROEE IN DiSSEMiNATiNG HIRING POLICIES 

Base: Top Managers in companies that have a 
hiring policy for disabled people 

Q. : Does top management in your company play an active role in the 
dissemination of this policy to your managers, or not? 

Does 

Plays ah Not Play Not 
Base Active Role a Role Sure Refused 

top Managers 98% 88 11 1 
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Q.8d 

Table 3-3 

PREVALENCE OF AWARENESS PROGRAMS OR EITERATLRE 

Base: Managers In companies that have a 
hiring policy for disabled people 

Q. ^ Does your company have any program or distribute any literature that helps 
your managers and employees learn to work with handicapped people, or not? 



Type of Manager 
Top Managers 
BED Officers 
Department Heads/ 
Line Managers 

All Managers By 

^ize-of-Gbmpanv 

10^000 or_more employees 
1,000-9,999 employees 
1,000 or fewer 



Company Has Awareness Does Not Not 
Ba&e Program or Literature Have Sur^ 



98 % 46 52 2 

i59 % 53 43 4 

73 % 47 47 7 



149 % 62 34 4 

123 % 45 52 3 

72 % 24 72 4 
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Q.8b 

fable 3-4 

PREVAI£NeE OF DEPARTfffiNTS tHAt OVERSEE HIRING OF DISABMD PEOPLE 

Base: EEO Officers and tine Managers in companies that 
have a hiring policy for disabled people 

Q. : Does your company have a specific person or depafttneht that oversees the 
hiring of handicapped people, or not? 

Has a 
Specific 
Persoh\ _ Does Not 

Base Dep^artment Not Have Sure 

EEO Officers 159 % 47 50 3 

Department Headls/Llne Managers 73 % 36 55 10 
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Prevaience of Hiring Quotas for Dlisabled Peofe^ 

A small minority of EEO officers say that thieir company's hiring 
policy toward disabled people amounts to a specific quota. Nine percent say 
that their company policy reqi^tres employment of a certain number of disabled 
p;>ople^ or a certain proportion of disabled employees (Table 3-5). 



Sar^enAng^ Job Candidates ^fer Disability 

Forty-four percent of EEO officers say that their company screens job 
candidates for disabilities that could limit their ability to do the job. This 
information is used in making hiring decisions by 91% of companies that screen 
for functional limitations (Table 3-6). 



Self-Identification by Disabled Job Candidates and^lmployees 

A 53% majority of EEO officers encouragia job candidates and employees 
to self-identify as being disabled or having a specific disability (Table 3-7). 

Observation : 

Encouragement to self -identify is considered an Important 
step in the integration of disabled employees into a work 
ehvirphment . Self -Identification, as recommended by 
Berkeley. Planning Associates for the Department of Labor 
(1982) places the special needs of disabled employees in the 
same status as other work situations and potential problems 
that managers regularly address. 

A large increase in the majority of companies that encourage 
self-identification would be beneficial to managers, 
current employees, and job candidates. Then, necessary 
accommodations could be made. 

The survey does not provide information on how companies use 
screening for disability, or whether this helps or hinders 
the matching of disabled job applicants with appropriate 
jobs. 
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Q.8c 

Table 3-5 

PREVALENCE OF HIRING QUOTAS FOR DISABlio PEOPLE 

Base: EEO Officers In companies that have a 
hiring policy for disabled people 

Q. : Does ybtir company policy require that ydu employ a certain number of 
handicapped people, or have a certain proportion of handicapped employees in 
your work force, or not? 



Gertain Number of ^oes Not 
Base Bisabied Employees Require Sure 



EEO Officers 159 % 9 86 5 
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Q.iia, lib 

Table 3-6 

PERCENTAGE OF COMPftNlES THAT SCREEN FOR DiSABILITY, AND USE 
INFORMATiQN IN HIRING DECISiONS 

Base: EEO efficers 



Q. : Does your company screen job candidates for functional limitations for 
doing the job, or not? 

Does Not Not 
Base Screens Screen Sure 

EEO Officers 301 % 44 52 4 



Q- : Is this information used in making hiring decisions, or not? 

_ _ Use Do Not 

Base Inf^rfflat^Lon Not Use Sure Refused 

EEG Off icers in 
companies that screen 

for disability 132 % 91 6 2 1 
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PERCENTAC7E OF COMPANIES THAT ENCOURAGE JOB CANDIDATES AND EMPLOYEES 



Q. iic 

Table 3-7 

PERCENTAC7E OF COMPANIES THAT ENCOURAGE JOB CANDIDATES AND EMPLOYEES 

TO SELF- IDENTIFY AS DISABLED 

Base: EEO Officers 

Q^. : Does your cbiDpaiiy encourage job candidates and employees to self-Identify 
themselves as handicapped or as having a specific disability^ or not? 

Encouraged Not Not 

Base to Self "Identify Encbaraged Sure Refused 

EEO Officers 30i % 53 44 2 2 
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CHAPTER 4: RECENT HIRING OF DISABLED PEOPLE 



Percentage of Companies TTiat Have Hired Disabled 
People in the Thr^^^ast-Yea^^and Past Year 

Sixty-five percent of EEO officers say that their company has hired 

disabled people in the past three yearis. Managers who said yes to this question 

then were asked if their company had hired any disabled people in the past 12 

months. The percentage of EEO officers who claim to have done this drops 

sharply to 43% (Table 4-1). A 57% majority of companies, especially smaller 

companies, have not hired disabled people in the past year. 

Observation : 

This line of questioning was employed in order to achieve a 
"harder" measure of the percentage of companies that have 
hired, disabled people in the past year. The idea behind 
this kind of test is to focus on progressively more recent 
time periods. The series could have started farther back in 
time, at f ive or_ ten years ago, and continued until only 6 
months or 3 months back from the date of the interview. In 
theory, the percentage should always grow smaller as the 
time frame is tightened. 

All manager groups were asked these questions, even though top 
managers and line managers could have less direct knowledge of recent hlrings 
than EE6 officers and other personnel officers who have these responsibilities. 
Combining the samples allows for analysis across some broad measures, such as 
differences by size of company or the possible effects of federal contracts on 
company policies and actions. It should be understood that the combined sample 
of all managers is not projectable to any exact universe of managers. Only the 
individual samples of managers or companies by size, or both, are representative 
of a particular universe of companies. 
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the results for ail managers reveal a powerful trend toward greater 
hiring of disabled people in larger companies; Fifty-two percent of companies 
with at least 10,000 employees have hired disabled people in the past year. The 
percentage drops to 27% for companies with 50-999 employees and 16% for 
companies with 10-49 employees (Table 4-1). These differences reflect at least 
in part the obvious fact tV.;t large employers hire more people of all kinds. 
This survey does not provide information on whether the proportion of disabled 
employees hired is greater among large ^ medium-sized or small companies. 

The presence of a hiring policy for disabled people greatly increases 
the likelihocd that disabled people will be hired. A two-thirds majority (67%) 
of companies with a hiring policy for disabled people have hired them in the 
past year, compared to only 42% of companies that do not have such a policy. 

Companies that have federal contracts are also more likely to hire 
disabled people than are companies without federal contracts. Sixty-five 
percent of companies with federal contracts have hired disabled people in the 
past year; 48% of companies without federal contracts have hired disabled people 
in the past year. 
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Q.9a 

Table 5-1 

PERGENtAGE OF COMPANIES THAT HAVE HIRED DISABLED PEOPLE RECENTLY 

d.: Has your company hired any handicapped people^ in the past 3 years, or not? 
(NOTE: RESPONDENT MAY ASK IF QUESTION REFERS TO THEIR LOCATION OR THE WHOLE 
COMPANY. TELL THEM TO ANSWER FOR THE LOCATIONS THEY FEEL QUALIFIED TO SPEAK 
ABOUT. 5 

Q.: Has your company hired any handicapped people in the past year, since 
(DATE) 1985, or not? 

Q§S 29a 

Hired Disabled People Hired Disabled People 
fi§se in the Past 3 Years in the^ast Year 

EEO Officers 301 65% 43% 



52% 
42% 
27% 
16% 



All Managers By 
Size of Company 

10,000 or more employees 240 69% 

1,000-9,999 employees 242 63% 

50-999 employees 23? 54% 

10-49 employees 200 45% 

Company Has a Hiring 

Policy for Disabled 

People 

Yes 344 80% 67% 

No 506 49% 42% 

iiave Federal Contracts 

Yes 273 75% 65% 

No 570 52% 48% 

Company Participation in 
Various Programs 

Targeted jobs tax 

credit prograna 277 74% 

(Association with) 

state vocational 

rehabilitation agency 319 79% 

Type of Industry 

Manufacturing 279 65% 

Wholesale/Retail 253 54% 



51% 
56% 



37% 
31% 



Financial services 159 62% 42% 

Other services 164 54% 32% 

Other 68 52% 28% 
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How Disabled Employees Came to Their Companies 

EEO officers whose companies had hired disabled people Iri the past 
year were asked how those people were referred to their company. A 68% majority 
of these people reportedly came of their own initiative, or through friends or 
wbrd-of-motith (Table 4-2). 

Other disabled employees were referred through: private vocational 
rehabilitation agencies C15%)> state iamployraent services (14%), agencies that 

ace disabled people (12%), government vocational rehabilitation agencies 
(11%), private emplojnnent agencies (11%)^ current employees of the companies 
(9%), company recruiters (7%), colleges and schools (3%), and independent 
recruiters (1%). 

Observation ; 

These findings send a clear message to disabled people: the 
best way to find a job_ is through personal initiative and 
perseverance, the message to public and private 
rehabilitation agencies is to do a far better job of 
introducing qualified disabled clients to prospective 
employers. Chapter 10 will confirm that employers would 
be likely to respond positively. 



EKLC 
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Q.9b 



Table 4-2 

HOW DISABliD EMPLOYEES CAfffi TO TIffilR COMPANIES 

Base: Managers whose companies have hired disabled 
people In the past year 



Q. : How were those handicapped people referred to your cbmjpariy? Anything else? 

Hired Disabled 





197 
% 


Came of their own initiative 


55 


Private vocational rehabilitation agency 


is 


State employment service 


i4 


Firierids or wbrd-bf-mbuth 


13 


Agency that places handicapped people 


12 


Government Vocational rehabilitation agency 


ii 


Private einplbyment agency 


ii 


Current employees 


9 


Cbmpaiiy recruiters 


7 


Cblleges and schbols 


3 


Independent recruiters/headhunters 


1 


Other 


8 


Not sure 


7 


Refused 





Note: Multiple responses were given by some respondents to this question. 
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Reasons Why Disabled People HaVe^ii&t 

Managers whose companies have hot hired disabled people In the past 
three years cited various reasons why they may not have done so (Table 4-3) . 
IVo reasons emerged as major barriers to the employment of disabled people: 



-- Slxtyrsix percent of managers say that a lack of 

qualified applicants is an important reason why they have 
not hired disabled people in the past three years, 

-- Fifty-two percent called an absence of job openings or a 
hiring freeze an important reason for not hiring disabled 
people in this time period. 

No more than one in five managers said that any of the other factors 
testiad was an important reason why they had not hired disabled people recently. 
These factors Include: disabled people being a safety risk to themselves and 
others (19%); architectural barriers or a lack of special equipment In the 
workplace (17%); an Inability to train disabled people (12%); and a lack of 
support from top management (5%). 

Those managers whose companies had hired disabled people In the past 
three years > but not in the past 12 months, also assessed the importance of 
these reasons. Once agalh^ the two major reasons were an absence of jobs (65%) 
and a lack of qi rifled applicants (61%), only the order switched. The rank 
ordering of the other four reasons was the same (Table 4-4). 

ion : 



ERIC 



Society must Increase the pool of qualified disabled 
applicants through Increased education and appropriate job 
training. A new generation of young disabled people are 
bcslng educated under the 1975 Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act._ Employers, public and private agencies and 
disabled people must insure that they receive all necessary 
tralhlhg to enter the profession of their choice. 

But millions of other unemployed disabled people finished 
their education long ago. Many of these people want to 
work, and are capable of working, but lack the necessary 
tralnihg to get Jobs. Employers could acquire many valuable 
employees (as Chapter 5 will show) and help disabled people 
become productive members of society. 
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Q.3f 

Table 4-3 

REASONS WHY DiSftBLEjS PEOPLE HAVE NOT BEEN HIRED IN THE PAST 3 YEARS 



Base: Managers whose companies have not hired disabled 
people in the past 3 years 

Q.: is/Are (READ EACH ITEM) ah important reason why you haven't hired handi- 
capped people In the past three years, or not? 

Not an 

Important Important Not 

base: 319 Reason Reason Depends Sure Refused 

A lack of qualified applicants % 66 32 i i * 

An absence of Job openings or 

a hiring freeze % 52 47 1 1 - 

They're beiiig a safety risk to 

themselves or others % 19 78 3 * - 

Architectural barriers or a 

lack of special equipment % 17 80 2 2- 

The fact that you are iihable 

to train handicapped people % 12 85 1 2 - 



A lack of support from toj5 

management % 5 90 



*Lesi5 than 0.5%. 



58 



-44- 



Q.9c 

Table 4-4 

REASONS WHY DISABLED PEOPLE HAVE NOT BEEN HIRED IN THE PAST YEAR 

whose companies have hot hired disabled 
people in the past year but which had hired them in the 
two preceding years 

Q. : Is/Are (READ EAGH mS) an important reason why you haven't hired handi- 
capped people In the past year, or not? 

Not an 

important Important Not 

Base: 187 Reason Reason Depends Sure R^fUs^ 

An absence of job openings or 

a hiring freeze % 65 32 13- 

A lack of qualified applicants % 61 36 12- 

They're being a safety risk to 

themselves or others % 16 81 2 2- 

Architectliiral barriers or a 

lack of special equipment % 12 84 12- 

The fact that you are unable 

to train handicapped people % 7 89 2 2- 

Not Asked of Top Managers 
A lack of support from top 

management % 4 94 - 2 - 
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eHAPTER 5: MANAGERS RATE THE JOB PERFORMANCE OF DISABLED EMPLOYEES 

The Overall Performance of Disabled Employees 

Overwhelming majorities of top managers, EEO officers, department 
heads/line managers, and small business managers give disabled employees a good 
or excellent rating on their overall performance. Only one in twenty managers 
say that disabled employees' job performance is only fair, and virtually no one 
says that they do their jobs poorly (Table 5-1). 

Eighty-eight percent of top managers give disabled employees an 
excellent or good rating, (24% call their job performance excellent, 64 % good, 
5% call it only fair, and 1% call it poor.) 

Ninety one percent of EEO officers say that disabled employees do an 
excellent or good job, (20% say that they do an excellent job, 71% a good job, 
4% say only fair, and none call their performance poor.) 

Line managers give a similar rating: 91% rate disabled employees 
excellent or good, (27% rate them excellent, 64% good, 3% rate them only fair^ 
and none said that disabled employees do a poor job.) 

Observation : 

This strong endorsement of disabled employees is the first 
of several findings to show that disabled, employees do a 
fine job, and perform as well or better than mostother 
employees iri similar jobs. Employers who may still harbor 
fears that disabled people won't measure up to performance 
standards should be reassured by the findings in this 
chapter- 
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Q. lid 

Table 5-1 

^^NAGERS RATE THE JOB PERFORIIANCE OF DISABLED EMPLOYEES 
Base: Managers In companies with disabled employees 



Q.X Now let s talk about your cbmpahy's experiences with handicapped employees, 
past and present. In general^ hbw would you rate the Job performance of 
handicapped employees who work for your company -- excellent, good, only fair, 
or poor? 



Base 


Top 
Managers 


EEO 
Officers 


Department 
Heads /Line 
Managers 


Small 
Business 
Managers 


198 
X 


253 
% 


162 
% 


118 
% 


Excellent 


24 


20 


27 


23 


Good 


64 


71 


64 


59 


Only fair 


5 


4 


3 


11 


Poor 


1 






3 


Not sure 


7 


4 


7 


3 


Refused 




1 
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Dlsabled-i and Ndn-Dlsabled Ero ^e veos Cbmparod on 4^ v Job Criteria 



Top managers, EEO dfflcersi llriil managers^ and small business managers 
compared disabled and non-disabled employees on key criteria for job 
performance. The overwhelming majority of disabled employees perform either on 
a par with non-disabled employees In similar jobs, or often above them (Table 
5-2). 

The comparisons made by line managers for six key criteria are as 

follows: 

On willingness to work hardj A6% rate disabled employees 
better than non-disabled employees, and 33% rate them 
about the same. 

-- On reliabilityj^ 39T rate disabled employees better than 
non-disabled employees, and 42% rate them about the same. 



--On attendance and punctuality onthe job: 39% rate 
disabled employees better than non-disabled employees, 
and 40% rate them about the same. 

--On productivity: 20% rate them better than non-disabled 
employees, and 57% rate them about the same. 

On desire for promotion: 23% rate them better than 
non-disabled employees, and 55% rate them about the same. 

-- On leadership ability: 10% rate them better than 

non-disabled employees, and 62% rate them about the same. 
Six percent of line managers rated disabled employees 
worse than non -disabled employees on leadership 
potential. 



Observation : 

The data shown in Table 5-2 arc remarkable both in their 
content and consistency between the manager groups. 
Managers are convinced that disabled employees almost always 
perform their jobs as well or better than other employees In 
similar jobs. 



B2 



Disabled empldyees work hard, arid are reliable arid 
punctual^ they produce ais well or better thari 

empldyees, and demonstrate average or better 
than average leadership ability and ambitidri. Iri other 
words, disabied_ employees are an asset td any employer. 
The challenge posed by these evaluations is hdw society 
can find ways to bring many more disabled people into the 
workplace as productive members of society. 
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Q-12 

Table 5-2 

MANAGERS eeHPARE DISABLED AND NON-DISABLED EMPLOYEES 
ON KEY JOB CRITERIA 

Q, : I'm going to read some criteria used to evaluate employees ^ How would you rate 
handicapped employees on their (READ EACH ITEM) t- are they better, worse, or about the 
same as non -handicapped employees In similar jobs? 



Base: 210 



Willingness to work hard % 

Reliability % 

Attendance and punctuality on the job % 

Productivity % 

Desire for promotion % 

Leadership ability % 



Bass; 301 

Wlllingnt5.^s to work hard % 

Reliablll / % 
Attendanc<i \ZKd punctuality on the job % 
Productivj. ; % 

Desire for r rci:. jtion % 

Leadership a> iL^ty % 



Base: ; 

Willirignoss Vo ork i-ard % 

Re 1 lability % 
Attendance arid puiici uallty on the job % 

Productivity % 

Desire for f5romotlon % 

Leadership ability % 



Base: 200 



Willingness to work hard % 

Reliability % 

Attendance and punctuality on the job % 

Productivity % 

promotion % 

Leadership ability % 



Top Managers' Evaluation 

About Not Not 
Better Worse the Same Sure Refused Applicable 



so 




40 


4 


* 


6 


42 




46 


5 


1 


6 


43 


1 


44 


4 


1 


6 


18 


6 


66 


4 


1 


6 


13 


U 


69 


7 


1 


6 


7 


13 


60 


12 


1 


7 



EEO Of flcers^' -Eva luatio n 

About Not Not 
Better Worse the Same Sure Refused Appllcab le 



49 


* 


44 


2 


3 


i 


47 


* 


47 


3 


3 


i 


43 


1 


50 


3 


3 


i 


21 


2 


68 


4 


3 


i 


18 


4 


70 


5 


3 


i 


7 


11 


69 


8 


3 


i 



Department Head/Line Managers' Evaluation 
About Not Not 
Better Worse the Same Sure Refused Ajjpllcable 



46 


* 


33 


5 


is 


39 


* 


42 


4 


is 


39 


1 


40 


5 


is 


20 


2 


57 


5 


is 


23 


1 


55 


5 


16 


10 


6 


62 


6 


16 



— Small Business Managers' Evaluation 

About Not Not 
^efetner Worse the Same Sure Rerused Applicable 



37 


1 


30 


3 




3d 


33 


1 


34 


3 




3d 


32 


1 


33 


3 


1 


3d 


17 


5 


45 


4 




31 


15 


4 


45 


5 




32 


7 


14 


44 


4 




31 



*Less than 0.5%. 
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Prbmotlng Disabled Employees 

Tables 5-3 and 5-4 contain what appear to be somewhat contradictory 
data about the rate at which disabled employees get promoted. Sixty-eight 
percent of EEO officers say th*st disabled employees get promoted at about the 
same rate as most other employees, which would seem to be a strong sign of their 
full Integration Into the workforce (Table 5-3). But nearly three-fourths of 
these same man6gers say that they have been only somewhat successful (45%) or 
not successful (27%) In promoting disabled employees (table 5-4). 



Observation ; 

The meaning of these findings Is open to_ Interpretation. 
The first question. In Table 5-3, was asked. very early in 
the survey, and the second question, In Table 5-4, was asked 
at about the_midpolnt In the Interview. It could be that 
these findings are. In fact, consistent because they reflect 
the availability of promotions ^t the l evel ^rftere most 
disabled people are employed . To the extent that promotions 
are available, which may not be too often^ disabled 
employees may receive them at about the same rate as 
overyone else. 
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Table 5-3 

RAIE OF PROMOTION: 
A COMPARISON OF DiSABtED AND NON-DISABLED EMPLOYEES 

Q. : Would you say that ybuf handicapped employees usually get promoted at about 
the same rate as most other employees, at a slower rate, or at a faster rate? 





EEe 

Officers 


Department 
Heads/ 
Line Managers 


Small 
Business 
Manaseirs 




•^01 


2ie 

% 


200 
% 


Get promoted at same rate 


■.h 


58 


45 


At a slower rate 


15 


17 


11 


At a faster rate 




i 


2 


Depends 


2 


2 


4 


Not applicable 


11 


17 


37 


Not sure 


4 


4 


2 


Refused 


* 


it 


1 



*Less than 0.5%. 
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Q.i3a 

Table 5-4 

companies' success at promoting disabled employees 

Q. : How would ybii rate your company's success at promoting handicapped 
employees -- have ybtl been very successful, somewhat successful, not too 
successful, or not succeissful at all? 



Base 


Top 
Management 
21G 
% 


EEC 
Managers 
301 
% 


Line 
Managers 
210 
% 


Small _ 
Business 
Managers 
200 
% 


Very successful 


3 


3 


6 


4 


Somewhat successful 


40 


45 


31 


23 


Not too successful 


29 


ii 


13 


ii 


Not successful at all 


7 


g 


9 


i2 


Not sure 


9 


8 


5 


1 


Refused 




1 






Not applicable 


12 


17 


36 


51 



67 
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Supervlsion of Dlsablied Emi>3^vees 

A majority of line manflgers (54%) have supervised disabled empioyees 
at some point in their career (table S-S). 

The overwhelming majority (82%) of both those who have and have not 
suf5ervised disabled employees feel that disabled employees are not more 
difficult to supervise (Table 5-6). Half (50%) consider it necessary to brief 
other employees about working with a disabled person when one is hired 
(Table 5-7). 
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Table 5-5 

PEReENTAGE OF DEPARTMENT HEADS WHO HAVE SUPERVISED 
A DISABLED EMPLOYEE 

Ease: Department Hiaads/Llne Managers 

Q.:_ Do you now supervise^ or have you ever supervised, any handicapped 
employees > or not? 

Base Supervi sed Has Not Not Sur e Refused 



To^ 2m % 54 M i 

Size of CbmpaR y 



lOjOOO or more employees 


70 


% 


57 


41 


1 


Ij 000-9 J 999 employees 


70 


% 


46 


54 




50-999 employees 


70 


% 


59 


39 


3 
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Table 5-6 

WHETHER OR NOT IT'S HARDER TO SUPERVISE DISABLED EMPtOYEES 
Base: Department Reads/Line Managers 

Q,: Do ybu^feel that it ±i m6ie difficult to supervise a handicapped eiployee 
than a noa-handlcapped employee, or not? 

More Not More 
Base Difficult ndMicMi^ Not Sure Refused 

lotal 210 % 10 «2 7 . 

Have Supervlised 

a Disabled Employee 

Yes 113 % 13 84 3 

N° 94 % 7 80 i3 
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Table 5-7 

WHETHER IT'S NECESSARY TO BRIEF CO-WORKERS WHEN 
A DISABLED EMPLOYEE IS HIRED 

Base: Department Heads/Line Managers 

Q. : If you hire a handicapped person, do you think It lis necessary to talk with 
other employees whom you supervise about working with, and reacting to^ a 
haxudicapped person ^ or not? 

Not 

Total 210 % SO 47 i 



Kave Snpervlised 

a Disabled Emp '' ovee 

Yes 113 % 49 47 4 

No 94 % 52 47 i 
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Managers in all groups are divided about whether it is more difficult 
to fire a disabled employee than a non-disabled employee (table 5-8). 

Forty-four percent of top managers believe that it is more difficult 
to fire a disabled employee, and 46% believe it is not more difficult. 

By a two-to-one majority, EEO officers think that it Is not more 
difficult > fire disabled employees. cy-two percent think that it Is not 

more difficult, and 30% think that it is more difficult. 

A 57% majority of line managers also believe that it is not more 
difficult to fire disaEled employees than non-disabled employees; however a 
sizable 37% feel that it is. 

Small business managers are more equally divided; 44% believing it is 
more difficulty and 47% that It is not more diffiuclt, to fire disabled 
employees . 

Observati eR 

So long as managers feel that it Is difficult to fire 
employees, if they are disabled, this will tend to be a 
barrier to the hiring and integration of disabled people. 

Some Perceptions Relatin,^ ^ the Emp loyment of Disabled Peop le 

One significant barrier to the employment of dlsa? "«ed persons is that 
almost half of all managers (46%) believe that special privileges must usually 
be made for them (Table 5-9). On the other hand a plurality (47%) of einployers 
believe that disabled employees have fewer accidents on the job, and a massive 
93% majority reject the argument that ha.idicapped employees don't fit in. 
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Table 5-8 

WHETHER OR NOT DISABLED EMPLOYEES ARE MORE DIFFICULT TO FiRR 



Q. : Dp y«?u think that It Is more difficult to fire a handicapped employee than 
a non-handicapped employee^ or not? 

_ Small 

EEO Department Heads/ Business 
Officers Line Managers Ma* 



Base 

More difficult 
Not more difficult 
Not sure 
Refused 



Manage aeivt 
210 
% 

44 

46 

10 



301 
% 

30 

62 

7 

i 



210 
% 

37 

57 

6 



200 
% 

44 

47 

9 
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Table 5-9 

EMPLOYING HANDICAPPED PEOPLE: SO^ffi PERCEPTIONS 

Q.: Let me read you somestatements that people have made about employing 
handicapped people^ Please say if you agree stron, ly^ agree somewhat, disagree 
somewhat, or disagree strongly. 



Base : 921 



Agree Disagree Not Sure 



Special privileges 
must usually be 
made for handicapped 
employees 

Handicapped employees 
have fewer accidents on 
the job than do hoh- 
handicapped employees 

Handicapped people Just 
don't fit in with most 
non-handicapped employees 



46 



47 



4 



49 



28 



93 



25 



Note: 



On the table, the answer for the total sample is shown because the 
differences between top managers, EEO officers, line managers and small 
business managers are small. 
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CHAPTER 6: THE COST OF EMPLOYING AND ACCOMMODAIiNG I3ISABLED EMPLOYEES 



The Av e rage Cbs ^ Etnploylng Disabled People 

Overwhelming majorities of top managers (81%), EEO officers (79%) ^ 
department heads/line managers (75%), and small business managers (64%) say that 
the average cost of employing a disabled person Is about the same as the cost of 
employing a non-disabled person. Only 13% to 17% of these managers say that the 
average cost of employment is greater for disabled employees (Table 6-1). 

Observations : 

1, For many years, _ It has been alleged that high costs are 
a major barrier to large-scale employment of disabled 
people. These findings, disprove that theory. Eight out of 
ten managers, say that the costs of employing both disabled 
and non-disabled people are about the same. 

2. Disabled employees meet the standards of large 
majorities of managers on job performance, ease of 
supervision, desire for promotion and, nr/i^ cost of 
employment. 



75 



Q.i6 



Table 6-1 

AVERASE ebSt OF EMPLOYMENT: DISABLED VERSUS NON-DiSABLED EMPLOYEES 



Q. : Would you say that the av^ra^e c 
greater than, less than, or about the 
handicapped person in a similar job? 





Top 




Manaj^ement 


Base 


210 




% 


Greater than 


13 


Less than 




About the same 


8i 


Depends (vol.) 


2 


Not sure 


3 


Refused 





t of employing a handicapped person Is 
ame as the cost of employing a non- 



EEO 
Offieers 
301 
% 


Department Heads/ 
Line Manasers 
210 
% 


Small 

Easiness 
Managers 
200 
% 


13 


17 


U 


2 


2 


4 


79 


75 


64 


2 


1 


7 


3 


4 


ii 


i 




i 



*Less than 0.5%. 
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Accommodations l^ ^he Wbrk phl^e 

About half (48%) of EEO officers say that their company has made 
accommodations In the workplace or changed Its practices in order to help 
disabled employees do their jobs. However, only one-third (35%) of line 
tnanagiers say their company has made accommodations. Top managers seem to 
overestimate with what actually hes been done: 70% of them say that 
accommodatlo: . have been made. Small business managers are less likely to have 
made accomfflodatlons (Table 6-2}. 

The nature of accommodations and their prevalence varies greatly, EEO 

officers whose companies have made accommodations answered questions about the 

kinds of steps that have been taken (Table 6-3) • 

-- Ninety percent of these companies have removed 

architectural barriers or changed furniture to give 
disabled employees full access to the workplace. 

-- Fifty percent of these companies have purchased special 
equipment to help disabled employees. 

-- Fifty percent of these companies adjusted work hours 

or restructured jobs to accommodate disabled employees. 

-- Twenty-three percent of these companies have provided 
readers or interpreters to help blind or speech and 
hearing-impaired employees do their jobs. 

Ten percent of these companies have made other 
accommodations for disabled employees. 

A few companies (6%) also employ a disability professional who works 

with disabled employees and their supervisors (Table 6-4). However, this figure 

may underrepresent the proportion of companies that subcontract disability 

professionals on an as needed basis. 
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Obise rvatlbh ; 

Federal and private studies have emphasized the Importance 
9f_n>?Kin« accqminpdations as a cracial step In the full 
Integration of disabled employees In the workplace. Not all 
disabled employees require accommodations. But for those 
who do, these studies urge that accommodations be made at 
the earliest possible stage In their employment. The sooner 
that accommodations are made, the sooner that an employee's 
disability ceases to be an issue or potential problem. 

Seeking the advice or services of a disability professional 
is _also encouraged. Many disability professionals are 
trained to choose the most effective types of accommodations 
at the cheapest cost to employers. 
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Table 6-2 

PREVALENCE OF ACCOMMODATIONS IN THE WORKPLACE 

Qil coirpany made any accommodations In the work place or changes in 

its practices in order to help handicapped employees do their jobs, or not? 

Accomraodat ions None Not 
Base Made Made Sure Refused 



Type of Manager 



Top Management 


210 


% 


70 


30 


* 




EEC Officers 


301 


% 


48 


45 


7 


* 


Department Heads/Llhe 














Managers 


210 


% 


35 


50 


14 


* 


Small Business Managers 


200 


% 


18 


79 


3 


i 


Size of Company 














10^000 employees 


240 


% 


65 


28 


7 


* 


1,000-9,999 


242 


% 


54 


37 


9 


* 


50-999 employees 


239 


% 


33 


62 


5 




10-49 employees 


200 


% 


18 


79 


3 


i 


Have Federal Contracts 














Yes 


273 


% 


74 


22 


4 


* 


No 


570 


% 


30 


65 


4 


1 



79 



-65- 



Q.i4b 

Table 6-3 
TYPES OF ACCOMMODATIONS 
Ba3e: EEO Officers whose companies have made accommodations 

Q. : Has your company (READ EACH ITEM)? 



Base: 145 

Removed architectural barriers 

or changed furniture to give 

handicapped employees full 

access^ or not % 

Purchased any special telephones 
or equipment to help handicapped 
employees^ or not % 

Adjusted work hburs or 
restructured jobs to accommodate 
handicapped employees, or not % 

Provided readers or interpreters 
to help blind or speech and 
hearlng-linpalred employees, 
or not ^ 

??^®^y o^h^r accommodations 

for handicapped employees, 

or not % 



Have 



90 



50 



50 



23 



10 



Have Not 
Not Sure 



9 1 



43 4 



42 5 



65 8 



79 1 



Not 

Refused Aggl^^eable 



10 



SO 
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Table 6-4 

PERCENTAGE OF COMPANIES THAT EMPLOY A DISABILITY PROFESSIONAL 



Q. : Does yotir company emjplby a dlisablllty professional who works with 
handicapped employees or their isupervlsors, or not? 

Employs a Does Not Not 
Base Professional Employ One Sure Refused 

EEO Officers 301 % 6 88 6 * 



*Less than 0.5%. 
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The Cost of Accomiaoda^j^ns 



Large majorities of managers in companies that have made 
accommodations say that the cost of making accommodations has not been 
expensive. Seventy- four percent of top managers, 72% of EEO officers, and 80% 
of line managers in these companies consider the cost of accommodatibhs not too 
expensive or not expensive at all. Less than one-quarter consider the cost of 
accommodations somewhat expensive, and virtually no one considers them very 
expensive (Table 6-5), 

Thirty-two percent of department heads and line managers say that the 
cost of accommodating a disabled employee is charged to their departmental 
budget (Table 6-6). 



Observation : 

The Berkeley study also shows that roost accommbdatibris 
(81%5, cost less than $500 and that half cost nothing. 

?Y®^???_^^st of employing a disabled person Is In 
llie range of costs for all employees, the average cost of 
accommodations roust not significantly raise the cost of 
employing disabled people (Table 6-1). 

Where department heads and line managers are charged with 
the costs of accommodations, this may be a disincentive to 
hiring disabled people -- however modest the cost 
particularly for small companies. 
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Table 6-5 
THE COST OF ACCOMMODATIONS 
Base: ffave made accommodations or changes In this workplace 

Q. : In general, would you say that the cost of the accoraroodatlons you've mad 
Is very expensive, somewhat expensive, not too expensive, or not expensive at 
all? 

Top EEO Department He£ 

Management Officers Line Manager > 
Base 146 145 74 

% ? % 

Very expensive 2 13 

Somewhat expensive 21 23 14 

Not tod (Bxpehsive 58 48 58 

Not expensive at all 16 24 22 

Not sure 3 3 4 

Refu&ed - 
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Table 6-6 



imETHER OR NOT THE COST OF ACCOMhIODATIONS IS CHARGED 
TO DEPARTMENTAL BUDGETS 



Q. : Is the cost of accomraodatlng a handicapped empJoyca charged to your 
departuent ' s budget, or not? 

Not 

Base Charged Charged Not ^ure Refused 

Department Heads/ 

Line Managers 180 % 32 48 18 1 
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^ 'i ons for 4fot Makii^^ 

More than eight out of ten bnariagers whose companies have not mad 
accommodations say that none were needed or requested f Table 6-7). 

Observation : 

The survey aif^ not determine the extent to which 
accommodetio^e vere actually needed. Nevertheless, It seems 
likely that nny^:y managers could benefit from further 
f^ducation about the excellent performance record of disabled 
e'^ployees, the generally low cost of making accommodations, 
and their effectiveness in helping people do their jobs. 
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table 6-7 

\/HY NO A6JbMM0DATleNS HAVE BEEN MADE 
Base: Have not made accommodations or changes in the workplace 

Q. : Why have no accommod.it. ions In the work place been made? Any other reasons? 

Small 

Top EEd Department Heads/ Business 

Management Officers Line Managers Managers 
Base 63 135 106 158 

% % % % 

None needed 89 80 83 86 

None requested 3 4 2 i 

Too expensive - 1 - i 

Changes needed wer^ too extensive - 3 - 2 

Ghan^es needed were not feasible - 4 3 5 
Laws requit* in3 accommodations 

don't apply to us 2 2 - 

Other - 1 2 - 

Not sure 5 5 8 ± 

Refused . . - 

No handicapped employees 5 3 5 6 
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CHAPTER 7;_ COMPANIES' EXPERIENCES WITH TRAINING 
PR0C5RAMS FOR DISABLED EMPLOYEES 

Job Initiatives and Programs for Dlsabl^d^eon V 

Corporate .rtlclpatldri In the major . ^ihmeht and private job 
initiatives and tr ninj^ programs has been low during the past three years. 
About four out of ten EEO officers say that their companies participated in the 
targeted Jobs tax Credit Program (40%) or had experience with state vocational 
rehabilitation agencies (42%) in this period. Twenty-five percent of companies 
participated In a Job Training Partnershilp Act Program or Private Industry 
Council (PIG). Only one in ten companies participated- In a Projects with 
Industry (PWI) program, and a mere 6% had any asscciat^.on with an independent 
living center (Table 7-1). 

Among small businesses, participation is much lower, the great 
ajbrlty of small business managers have hed no invoivement with any such 
programs . 

Cottpenies that have participated in to programs «:eneraliy rate 
their experiences as very successful or somewf essfui. For example, a 

large majority of EEO officers rate their compa..^ s experience with a Projects 
with Industry Program as very successful (26%) or somewhat successful (58%) • 
Similar majorities gave positive ratings for their experiences with the other 
major programs mentioned above (Table 7-2). Very few EEO officers rated their 
company's experience as not too successful, and only 3% to 5% said that the 
experience had been a failure. 

Obsexrvation ; 

Given that most companies do not participate in these 
programs, and that those which do overwheltDingly find them 
successful, there is clearly a need and an opportunity to 
greatly expand their use. ^ 
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Table 7-1 

COMPANIES' PARTICIPATION IN JOB INITIATIVES AND PROGRAMS 

FOR DISABLED PEOPLE 



Baise! EEO Officers 



Q-l Now I'm going to ask you about specific government programis. In the past 
three years has your company (READ ITEM), or not? 



Base: 301 



(Partlclpat'. . in) a Projects with 
Industry or Pt/I Program 

(Participated ±n) the Targeted 
Jobs Tax Credit Program 

(Participated in) a Job Training 
PartP.ershlp Act Program or PIC 
Gts^^-i'l (Private Industry Council) 



■^if association with) state 
vo;-.s_:ohal rehabilitation age'^ :les 

(Had any association with) 
Independent living cei/ters 



% 
% 

% 
% 
% 



EEO Officers 
PartictuBted Did Not Not Sure 



ib 

40 

25 
42 
6 



68 



46 



60 



46 



80 



22 

is 
is 

13 
14 



Base: 



Base: 301 



(Participated inj a Projects with 
Industry or PWI Program 



(Participated in) the Targeted 
Jobs Tax Credit Program 



^Participated in) a Job Training 
Partnership Act Program or PIC 
Council (Private Industry Council) 

(Had aiiy assbclatipn with) state 
VQcatibhal rehabilitation agencies 

(Had any association with) 
Independent living centers 



Small Business Manag&fs 

Participated Did Not Not Sure 



% 
'% 

% 
% 
% 



3 



IS 



17 



94 



82 



89 



81 



93 



3 



4 
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Table 7-2 



COMPANIESl_EXPERIE_NCES WITH JOB INiTiATiVES AND 
PROGRAMS FOR DISABLED PEOPI^ 

Base: EEO Officers whose companies have participated 
In the program In the past 3 years 

Q.: Would you rate your company's experience with (READ ITEM) veiry successful, souwhat 
successful, not too successful, or not successful at all? 

_ - N:r 
Very Somewhat Not Too Succc^bsful Not 
Base Success^ful Sucnse&sful Successful at Alx Sure Refusec 

fPartlclpated in) a 
Projects with industry 
or PWI Program 

CParticlpated in) the 
Targeted Jobs Tax 
Credit Frogfam 

(Participated in) a 
Job Training Partner- 
ihip_Act Program or 
PIC Council (Private 
Industry Council) 

(Had any association 
vith) state vocational 
rehabilitation 
agencies 

[Had any association 
/ith) Independent 
Living centers 



• Percentages of small bases should be interpreted with caution. 
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31* % 26 



58 



10 



120 % 23 



53 



12 



75* % 



61 



125 % is 



62 



17 



19* % 10 



63 



11 
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Training Disabied Employees in-House 

The majority of managers say that their company is able to provide 
ih-house training for disabled employees. Sixty percent of top managers and 61% 
of EEO officers say that they have this capebility (Table 7-3). However, only 
46% of small business managers say their companies can do so. 

Companies that have a policy for hiring disabled people are far more 
likely to be able to train them (70%) than are companies without a policy (49%). 

F^^mo Important reasons why companies cannot train disabled people 
in '-house Include: a lack of special trriining for managers; a lack of needed 
special equipment; and architectural barriers in buildings (Table 7-4). 

Ob&B rvatibn : 

Roughly 40% of cdmpanieis currently do n.;)t have the 
facilltleis or personnel to train disabled people In-hbuse, 
which lis pres umably a barrier to upward mobility and 
prbmbtlbh. Many more cbrporatlbiiE could demonstrate a 
strbnger cbmmittnent toward employing disabled people by 
acquiring the capability tb train them. 

Strbnger links between companies and gbvernment training 
programs for disabled pebple -- i.e., higher partlcipatlbn 
in the programs discussed abbve could alsb increaise the 
number of companies capable of training disabled people. 
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table 7-3 

PERCENTAGE OF eOfiPANliiS THAT CAN TRAIN DTSABLED EMPLOYEES 

Q. : At present i is your company able to provide In-hoose training for 
handicapped employees, or not? 

Able to 
Provide 
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Base 




Training 


Not Able 


Not Sure 


_ _ __. . 
Typo of Manager 






- 






Top Mariagemeht 


210 


% 


60 


38 


1 


EEC Officers 


301 


% 


51 


34 


6 


Departinei Heads/ 












Line Managers 


210 


% 


57 


29 


13 


Small Business Managers 


200 


% 


46 


49 




Sj.ze^ of Cbiiipanv 












10,000 or inore employees 


240 


% 


60 


28 


12 


1,000-9,99? employees 


242 


% 


58 


37 


5 


50-999 employees 


239 


% 


61 


35 


3 


10-49 employees 


200 


% 


46 


49 


6 


Has Federal Contracts 












Yes 


273 


% 




34 


5 


No 


570 


% 




41 


5 


Company Has a Policy 












for Hiring Disabled 












People 












Yes 


344 


% 


70 


25 


5 


No 


506 


% 


49 


4b 


5 



Refused 
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Table 7-4 

REASONS WHY SOME COMPANIES CANNOT TRAIN DISABLED EMPLOYEES 

Bases: EEO Officers and small business managers In companies that cannot train 

disabled employees In-house 

Q. I (Is/Are) (READ EACH ITEM) an Important reason why you currently cannot 



train handicapped people In-house^ or not? 

EEO^fflcers 
Not an 

Important Important Not 
Base: ioi Reason Reason Sure 



Architectural barriers In your 

buil^uing % 21 77 2 



A lack of needed special equipment % 38 59 3 
A lack of special training for 

your p^ahagers and supervisors % 43 53 4 

Small Business— Managers 
Not ft?? 

Important Important Not 

Bas3: 97 Reason Reason Sure 



Architectural barriers in your 

building % 19 79 2 

A lack of needed special equipment % 33 64 3 

A lack of special training for 

your managers and s upervisors % 31 68 i 
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CHAPTER 8: REHABiLITATiON OF EMPLOYEES VfflO BECOME DISABLED 



All oi' the findings In this chapter concen corporate attitudes and 
policies tow?!rd current employees who become disabled, either from Injury, 
Illness, or other health cohdltlcns. 
The Effe^t^^E^^habllitatlon Efforts 

Wht^t are the effects of disability management programs? About half of 
managers report that the majority of disabled employees return to work, coitipared 
to 14% to 22% who say that the majority remain disabled or take early 
retirement. Many employers, particularly small business managers (50%) say this 
question is not applicable to them (Table 8-1). 
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Table 8-1 

WHETH'^R THE MAJORITY OF DISABLED EMPLOYEES RETURN TO WORK, OR 

REMAIN DISABLED 



Q^: bo the majority of your disabled employees return to work, or do the 
majority remain disabled or take an early retirement? 



Base 

Majority return to work 

Majority remain disabled/take 
erly retirement 

Equal number do both (vol.) 

Not sure 

Refused 

Not applicable 



Small 

Top EEO Department Heads/ Business 

Management Of fleers Line Managers Managers 



210 
% 

50 



14 
3 

15 

i 

18 



301 
% 

52 



19 
2 

i4 
1 

12 



210 
% 

A7 



22 
3 

14 
> 

13 



200 
% 

39 



8 
2 
3 

50 
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Prevalefifee^f Vfl fAous Disability Management Programs 

Sixty-seven percent of companies begin monitoring the progress of 

employees who go on sick leave or workers' compensation within the first three 

months after they stop work (Table 8-2). 

Support for rehabilltiatlon of employees who become sick or injured is 

reflected by the prevalence of disability management programs. In rank order of 
prevalence, some programs currently in use are: light duty employment options, 
or part-time, or flexible hours (72% of EEO officers); a trial work period 
during which disability benefits are continued (38% of EEO officers;; 
consultation from private rehabUitation vendors (36%); and medical case 
management (35%). The most common program Is long-term disability benefits 
(82%). Small businesses are substantially less likely to offer any of the 
programs (Table 8-3). 



Observation ; 

Studies of the rehabilitation of disabled employees strongly 
recommend intervention at the earliest possible date after 
employees begin sick leave or Workers' cbmpensation. 
Monitoring of their progress should begin almost 
immediately, followed by rehabilitation at the first 
opportunity^ The results of earjy Intervintion and 
disability management are a significant Increase in the 
proportion of disabled employees who fully return to their 
.^obs . 
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table 8-2 

WHEN GOMPANiES BEGIN HONitORr'^^ DISABLED EMPLOYEES' PROGRESS 

Q, : When employees go on sick ieave or on workers compensation, after filing 
claims do you begin monitoring their progress within the first month they're 
out, or after one to three months, or after four to six months, or after more 
than six months? 

EEO Officers 



Base 


301 




% 


Within first month 


40 


After 1 to 3 mon- hs 


27 


After 4 to 6 months 


3 


Aft»>** -^^ore than 6 months 


S 


bepauds (vol,) 


4 


bo not monitor progress (vol,) 


4 


Not sure 


16 


Re- fused 


1 



9E 
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T&hie 8-3 

PREVALENGE OF VARIOUS DISABILITY MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS 
Bases: EEO Officers and Small Business Managers 

Q.: Does your company have (READ EACH ITEM) for any disabled employees, or not? 



Base: 301 

Long-term disability benefits 



duty employment options ^ 
or part-time, or flexible hours 

A trial work period aarlng 
which disability benefits are 
continued 

Consultation from private 
rehabilitation vendors 

Medical case management 



EEO Officers 
Has Not Have Not Sure Refused 

% 82 14 4 



% 72 22 6 

% 38 40 21 

% 36 54 ID 

% 35 41 24 



Base: 200 

Long-term disability benefits 



employment options, 
or part-time, or flexible hours 

A trial work period during 
which disability benefits are 
continued 

Cohsultatibn from private 
rehabilitation vendors 

Medical case management 



% 

% 



% 
% 



bjmal]^ Busin ess Manager s 
Does 

Has Not Have Not Sure Refused 



38 

55 

21 

8 
16 



59 
44 

74 

96 
79 



2 
5 



*Less than 0.5%. 
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Potentiai Probiems When Emriovees Return to Work 

it has, on occasion, been suggested that disabled employees, encounter 
resistance from labor unions or supervisors and cb-workers when they seek to 
return to work. Unions, ±t has been alleged, isbmetlmes resist job modifications 
or reasslgnments. In reality those problems occur only very rarely. 
Overwhelmingly employers have not encountered them. 



.98 



-84- 



Q.24 



Table 8-4 



PROBLEMS yOR EMPLOYERS OF PEOPLE RETURNING TO WORK 



Uhibh regulations 
preventing job 
reassi^ents or 
modifications for 
returning 
emr 



Resistance from 
Supervisors or 
co-workefs 
toward disabled 
employees 
returning to 
work 



EEO 

Officers 
Base: 301 % 

Line 

Managers 
Base: 210 % 



EEO 

Officers 
Base: 301 % 

Line 

Managers 
Base: 210 % 



Major 
Problems 



Minor _Nbt a Not 
Problems feeblem Sure 



84 



16 



79 



86 



1 99 
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Managers' Attitudes toward Rehabilitation 

A three-fourths majority of top managers (73%)> EEO officers (74%), 
and dejpartment heads/ line managers (78%) think that employers have a 
respdnsibility to rehabilitate their employees who become disabled. An 
additional 8% to 10% believe that employers have this responsibility only when 
employees become injured on the job (fable 8-5). 

A majority (57%) ^ albeit a smaller one, of small employers agree that 
companies have this responsiblity . 

Equally large majorities of managers believe that it is more 
cost-effective to rehabilitate disabled employees and return them to work than 
to pay them disability benefits and replace them (Table 8-6). 

However seven out of ten managers also believe that their companies 
should not make a greater effort to rehabilitate disabled employees because they 
are doing enough now (Table 8-7) 



Observation: 

These findings su,i[;gest some complacency and that 
rehabilitation is not a high jpriority. Large majorities of 
managers are supportive of rehabilitationj at least in 
theory, and_s ay that it is their responsibility. However, 
the great majority feel that they're trying hard enough now 
to accomplish this. 
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Table 8-S 

WHETHER OR NOT EMPLOYERS HAVE A RESPONri^ TO REHABILITATE 

DISABLED EMPLOYEES 



; Now let's talk about current employees who become disabled^ either _ from 
Injury, Illness, or some other health condition. Do you think th4t employers 
have a responsibility to rehabilitate their employees who become disabled, or 
not? 



Small 

Top EEO Department Heads/ Business 

Managetnent Officers Line Maria g^ra Managers 

Base 210 301 210 200 

% % % % 

Employers have f. responsibility 73 74 78 57 

Do hot have a responsibility 13 11 9 17 



Have a responsibility only If 

injured on the job (vol.) 10 9 8 16 

Not sure 4 5 6 10 

Refused - 1 « j 
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Table 8-6 



WHETHER IT VS MOI^ COST-EFFECT^ TO REHABILITATE 
DISABLED EMPLOYEES^ OR PAY DISABILITY PAYMENTS 

S^' ui''.'"°^^i^^^®^ do you think that It Is more cost-if fecttve to rehabilitate 
disabled employees and return them to work, or more cost-effective to pay them 
disability payments and replace them? 



_^ Small 
Top __EEO Department Heads/ Business 
g Management Officers Line Managers Managers 



210 301 210 



Not sure 
Refused 



J 102 



200 



% % % X 

More cost-effective to rehabilitate 75 76 7S 57 

More cost-effective to pay disability 

payments 6 6 S i3 

Depends (vol.) 655 



12 12 iS 16 
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Table 8-7 



WHETHER OR NOT COMPANIES SHOULD RETURN MORE 
DISABLED EMPLOYEES TO WORK 



Q. : Do you think that your cdtnpany should make a greater effort than It makes 
now to return more disabled employees to their former jobs or plac.i them else- 
where in your company, or is it doing enough now? 



Base 


Top 
Management 
210 
% 


EE0 
Officers 
301 
% 


Department Heads/ 
Line Managers 
210 
% 


Small 
Business 
Managers 
200 
% 


Should make a greater effort 


16 


9 


8 


7 


Doing enough now 


70 


75 


74 


69 


Not sure 


2 


7 


9 


4 


Refused 




1 




i 


Not applicable 


12 


9 


9 


20 
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CHAPTER 9: THE LIKELIHOOD THAT COMPANIES WILL INCREASE 
EFFORTS TO HIRE DISABLED PEOPLE 



Whether Companies Should Do Mo re to Employ Disabled People 

Host managers think that their companies should not make greater 
efforts to employ disabled people because they are already doing enough. 
Sixty-seven percent of top managers, 71% of EEO officers, 70% of departmeSt 
heads/line managers, and 76% of small business managers think that their 
companies are doing enough now to employ disabled people (Table 9-1). 

But majorities of all management groups surveyed think it is somewhat 
likely or very likely that in the next three years their companies will make 
greater efforts to employ disabled people. Fifty-seven percent of top managers, 
58% of EEO officers i and 63% of line managers think it is likely that their 
companies will make greater efforts to employ disabled people in the near 
future. Among small business managers the figure is somewhat lower (46%) (Table 
9-2). 

Observation ; 

Employers repeat a theme that appeared earlier in the 
findings. They are willing to try harder to employ more 
disabled people, and may do so, _but they expect disabled 
people and employment agencies to take the lead in 
increasing the pool of qualified job applicants. 
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Table 9-1 

WHETHER OR NOT COMPANIES SHOULD DO MORE TO EMPLOY 
DISABLED PEOPLE 

Q; : Do you think that your company should make a greater effort than It makes 
now to employ handicapped people, or lis It doing enough now? 



Top 
Management 



Base 210 

% 

Should do more now 30 
Doing enough now 67 
Not sure 2 
Refused 1 







Small 


EEO 


Department Heads/ Business 


Officers 


Line Managers 


Manaj^er^ 


301 


210 


200 


% 


% 


% 


26 


i9 


17 


7i 


7b 


76 


3 


io 


7 




1 


i 
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Table 9-2 



LIKELIHOOD OF INCREASED EFFORTS TO HIRE DISABLED 
PEOPLE IN THE NEXT 3 YEARS 

Q. ? In the^Sext 3 years, hbw likely do you think it is that your company 
actuaUy^4^ ^make greater efforts than it makes now, to employ more handicapped 
people - is it very likely, somewhat likely, not too likely, or not likely at 



ERIC 



Base 


Top 
Manajeement 
210 
% 


EEO 
Officers 
361 
% 


Department Heads/ 
Line Managers 
210 
% 


Small 
Bus iness 
Managers 
200 
% 


Very likely 


9 


18 


i2 


9 


Somewhat likely 


48 


40 


ti 


37 


Not too likely 


27 


24 


22 


22 


Not likely at all 


ii 


9 


6 


30 


Not sure 




7 


8 


3 


Refused 


* 


1 


i 


1 
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Tdp Md nagemeht * 8 Cbrnmi tgient to Employing Disabled People 

Top managers are divided about whether they could demonstrate a 
stronger commitment to employing disabled people than they do now. Half (49%) 
believe that they could, and half don't (46%) (Table 9-3). 

Among those who feel that a greater effort could be made, most feel 
that the way to do this would be to encourage or order personnel departments and 
supervisors to hire more disabled people. Other approaches suggested would be 
to Increase awareness that disabled employees Uo as well as other employees, and 
increase contact with agencies that place disabled people in jobs (Table 9-4). 
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Table 9-3 



WffilTffiR TOP MANAGEMENT COULD DEMONSTOATE A STRONGER 
COMMITMENT TO EMPLOYING DISABLED PEOPLE 

Base: Top Managers 

^hLk'^h^*-^^"''* ''"^^ P^^?^** top management in your company - do you 
think that top^ management could demonstrate a stronger commitment to increaspd 
employment of handicapped people than you do now. or not? Increased 

Could 
Demonstrate 
a Stronger 

Base Commltfflent Could Not Not Sur^ Refused 
Top Managers 210 % 49 46 4 1 
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Table 9-4 

HOW TOP MANAGERS CAN DEMONSTRATE A STRONGER 
COMMITMENT TO EMPLOYING DISABLED PEOPLE 

Base: Top Managers who say they could demonstrate a stronger 
commitment to employing disabled people 

Q.: What do ybU think is the most important thing that 
yourself can do to demonstrate a stronger commitment to 
people? 



Hire handicapped 

Instruct/encourage personnel/supervisors to hire 
handicapped 

Reinforce/establish company policy 
More involvement in the process 

increase awareness that handicapped are equal to/ 
as good as other employees 

More active recruitment/actively seek out handicapped 
Contact agency/meet with agency 
Training for handicapped 
All other mentions 
Don't know 
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top managers like 
employing handicapped 

Top Managers 
102 
% 

25 

22 
13 
12 

12 
10 

9 

3 
12 

9 
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CHAPTER 10: STEPS AND POLICY CHANGES TO INCREASE 
EMPtOYMENT OF DISABLED PEOPLE 



Steps for Publ ic and Private Agencies to Take 

EEO officers named the most Important steps that public and private 

agencies should take that they are not taking now, to help companies employ 

disabled people (table 10-1). 

the most common responses aire the obvious ones --an increased flow o 

Information to employers about available a^ppllcants^ and Increased and 
appropriate j5b training for disabled people, training programs, ana placement 
agencies. Employers would also like to know what specific skills candidates 
have that would be compatible with available jobs. They would even like 
vigencles to provide specific training for particular positions. 

Employers see a need for disabled applicants to be more aggressive 
about marketing themselves. That message translates Into more Intense coaching 
by agencies, to accustom disabled applicants to discussing their job skills and 
attributes. Agencies should also do a better job of Informing their clients 
about job opportunities, according to employers. 

O bservatibh : 

These responses outline a plan-of -action for rehabilitation 
and placement agencies to follow as they work with disabled 
people and employers to match candidates with positions. 
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Table 10-1 

MOST IMPORTAlsfT SIEPS FOR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE AGENCIES 
TO INCREASE EMPLOYMENT OF DISABLED PEOPLE 

Q. : What Is the most important istep that public or private agencies should take 
thct they are not taking now , to help companies like yours employ handicapped 
people? Anything else? 

EEO Officers 
301 



% 

Job training/programs for disabled people 16 

Information on availability of applicants 10 

Make employers aware of programs/agencies 9 
Identify/target specific skills compatible 

with available jobs 6 

Encourage disabled people to apply/send applicants 5 

More aggressive approach/marketing 5 
Eliminate fjrejudice/fear/misconceptions of 

disabled people 3 

Specific training for specific jobs available 3 

Job referral service 2 

Make diisablied pisdpliB awiire of job opportunities 2 

Eliminate government involvement 1 

Too many barriers for disabled people in our industry 1 

Vocational training * 

Focus on applicant's ability, not disability * 

All other mentions 28 

None/no steps 2 

Don ' t know i 2 



*Less than 0.5%. 4 
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The Perceived Effect of Increasad Tax Dodu ctions 

Some tax deductions currently are available to companies that 
participate in certain iovernment training jsrograms for disabled people, such as 
the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit Program. Managers were asked If Increased tax 
deductions and financial Incentives would Induce employers to train and employ 
more dlisabled people. 

All four manager groups, as weii as managers In different size 
bbipSies, are divided In their responses. Roughly half believe that Increased 
tax deductions and financial Incentives would induce greater employment of 
disabled people, while the other half believe that tax Incentives would have no 
effect (Table 16-2). 

Observation : 

Tax incentives would undoubtedly Induce some companies to 
employ more disabled people. How many companies would be 
persuaded to act? That would depend on the size of the 
deductions, in considering the Impact of tax deductions one 
should note that factors such as the paperwork Involved and 
the type of deduction are also relevant. 
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fable ie-2 

WHETHER INCREASED TAX DEDUGf iONS W0U£D HEtP EMPteY MORE DiSABLED PEOPLE 



Q. :_ Do you think that Increased ta't deductions and financial Incentives would 
induce employers like yourself to train and employ more handicapped people, or 
not? 



Type of Manager 
Top Management 
EEO Officers 
Department Heads/ 

Line Managers 
Small Business Managers 

Number of Employees 

10,000 or more employees 
1,000-9,999 employees 
50-999 employees 
10-49 employees 

Company has a Policy for 
Hiring Disabled People 

Yes 

No 



_ Would 

Ihc^.uce Would 

Greater Not Depends Not 

Emplbymeht Induce ( Vo 1 . ) Sure Refused 



210 


% 


46 


50 


2 


1 


* 


301 


% 


56 


39 


2 


3 




210 


% 


57 


32 


4 


7 


* 


200 


% 


47 


47 


3 


3 


1 


240 


% 


56 


36 


3 


5 


* 


242 


% 


49 


45 


4 


2 




239 


% 


54 


39 


2 


4 


* 


200 


% 


47 


47 


3 


3 


1 


344 


% 


50 


43 


3 


4 


* 


566 


% 


52 


42 


3 


3 


* 



*Less than 0.5%. 
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Managers Rste the Effectiveness of Prbpbse d -Policy Changes 

The final section of the survey sought managers' reactions to 13 
different initiatives and policy changes that have been proposed to help 
increase the employment of disabled people. It is a richly diverse list 
designed to meet the varying employment heeds of employers in large, medium, and 
small cbmpahies, and in different industries. The list also reflects the 
important roles played by our entire society in this effort, including 
employers, federal and state agencies, legislators at both the state and federal 
level, private rehabilitation agencies and placement services ^ and foundations. 

For each Item on the list, managers were asked whether it would be 
very effective^ somewhat effective, not too effective, or not effective at all 
in helping them to hire handicapped people, or retain handicapped employees. 

What emerges is a strong and fair J y uniform level of endorsement for 
ten of the 13 proposals. Only one proposal ranks far above the others by 
receiving majority endorsement as a very effective change. 

The rank ordering of the perceived effectiveness of these proposals is 
as follows (Table 10-3): 

Establishing direct training and recruiting programs with schools and 
vocational rehabilitation agencies: 54% of managers rate this step as very 
effective, and 38% rate it somewhat effective. 

Having more companies provide internships or part-time jobs to 
disabled persons as an introduction to full-time jobs: 35% of managers rate 
this very effective, and 53% rate it somewhat effective. 

Having employers explain specific functional requirements as part of 
job descriptions for open positions: 35% rate this very effective, and 45% rate 
it somewhat effective; 
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ifaving the government provide additional tax deductions for expensive 
accommodations, or share in their cost: 27% consider this very effective, and 
47% consider It somewhat effective. 

Having the government subsidize salaries for severely disabled 
employees for a trial period: 26% rate this very effective, and 42% rate it 
somewhat effective. 

Having disability professionals give technical assistance or counsel 
to employers for accommodations or problems with specific employees: 24% rate 
this very effective, and 57% rate it Isbmewhat effective. 

Having chief executive officers establish voluntary employment targets 
for disabled people: 24% rate this very effective, and 48% rate it somewhat 
effective. 

Having foundations and trusts pay some costs for on-the-job training 
for disabled employees: 23% rate this very effective, and 56% tatn it somewhat 
effective. 

Broadening federal affirmative action requirements so that disabled 
people get the same coverage as other minority groups: 23% rate this very 
effective, and 42% rate is somewhat effective. 

Having outside rehabilitation vendors provide job coaches to companies 
to help disabled employees learn their jobs: 22% rate this very effective, and 
48% rate it somewhat effertlv:i. 

Having companies provide awareness training to employees about the 
specz^al needs of disabled employees and company policies towards them: 21% 
consider this very effective, and 52% consider it somewhat effective. 

Only top managers were asked the next two proposals: 

Having a group of chief executive officers in major companies appeal 
to business. and government to employ more handicapped people: 13% of top 
managers rate this very effective^ and 46% rate it somewhat effective. 
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Increaslng the recognition for companies with exemplary records for 



amploying disabled people: 12% of top managers rate this very effective^ and 
63% rate it somewhat effective* 
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Table ld-3 



MANAGERS REACT TO PROPOSED POLICY CHANGES THAT MiGHt 
INCREASE EMPLOYMENT OF DISABLED PEOPLE 

Base: All managers 

Q:i f ^?^lly» ^A"": S^^'^S/to read some proposed initiatives and policy ch^ihges which 

°"^?^^_^?ip_^° ™P?py _?9?^^^"^_i^®PP^^^ People. Please say if you think epch one would be 
very effective, somewhat effective, not tod effective, or not effective at all in helping 
employers to hire handicapped people, or retain disabled employees. 



Base: 921 

Establishing direct training 
and recruiting programs with 
schools and vocational 
rehabilitation agencies so 
that employers meet more 
qualified handicapped 
applicants 

Having more companies provide 
internships or part-time jobs 
as a way of opening tho door to 
ftill-tirae jobs for handicapped 
people 

Having employers explain 
specific functional require- 
ments as part of job 
descriptions for openings 

Having the government provide 
additional tax deductions for, 
or share in the cost of, 
expensive accommodations 

Having the government subsidize 
salaries for severely handi- 
capped employees for a trial 
period 

Having disability professionals 
give technical assistance or 
counsel to employers for 
accommodations or problems with 
specific handicapped employees 



Not 

Very Somewhat Not Too Effective Not 
Effective Effective Effective at All Swe Refused 



% 54 



38 



1 * 



% 3i, 



% 35 



% 27 



% 26 



53 



45 



47 



42 



12 



16 



17 



12 



1 * 



1 * 



2 * 



% 24 



57 



12 



2 * 
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Table 10-3 (CoritlhuedJ 

MANAGERS REACT TO PROPOSED POLICY CHANGES THAT MIGHT 
INCREASE EMPLOYMENT OF DISABLED PEOPLE 

Base: All managers 



Base: 921 

Having the CEO in companies 

like yours establish 

voluntary employment targets 

for handicapped people % 24 

Having foundations and trusts 
pay some costs for on-the-job 
training for handicapped 

employees % 23 

Broadening current federal 

affirmative action risquire- 

roents so that handicapped 

people get the same coverage 

as other minority groups % 23 

Having outside rehabilitation 

vendors provide job coaches to 

companies to help handicapped 

employees learn their jobs % 22 

Having companies like yours 
provide awareness training to 
your employees about the 
special needs of handicapped 
workers and the company's 

employment policies for them % 21 

ASKED ONLY OF TOP MAh?A6£^ffiNT 

Having a group o£ CEO's in 

major companies appeal to 

businesses and government to 

employ more handicapped people % 13 

Increase the recognition from 
public and private sector 
leaders which is given to 
companies with exemplary 
records for employing 

handicajpjped people % 12 



__ _ Not 
Very Somewhat Not Too Effective Not 
Effective Effecti^ Effective at All Sure Refused 



48 



56 



15 



13 



10 



42 



48 



19 



18 



13 



10 



2 1 



2 * 



52 



17 



1 1 



46 



25 



13 



63 



16 



*Less than 0.5%. 
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY METHOD 
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For this study, ten systematic samples were drawn from the Dunix & 
Bradstreet universe of corporations in the United States: 



o Three separate samples of corporations with 10 j 000 or 
more employees generated interviews with 70 top managers ^ 
100 equal employment opportunity CEEO) officers, and 70 
department heads or line m^agers. The sample of top 
managesrs was drawn only from corporate headquarters. The 
other two samples were drawn from branch or single 
Ideations . 

o three separate samples of corporations with 1,000 to 
9,999 employees generated Interviews with 71 top 
mraagers, 101 EEO officers^ and 70 department heads or 
line managers. As In the samples of larger companies, 
top managers were drawn from headquarters locations, and 
the other two samples were drawn from branch or single 
locations . 

o Three separate samples of cdrpbratlohs with 50-999 

employees generated interviews with 69 top managers, 100 
EEO officers, and 70 department heads or line managers. 
Once again, top managers were drawn from headquarters 
locations > and the other two samples were drawn from 
branch or single locations. 

o A sample of corpSrations with 10-49 employees generated 
200 interviews with principals or ranking officers. 

In alii 921 interviews were conducted in 921 companies. Factual 
profiles of the companies are displayed in Table A-2. 



Interviewing^ 

All interviews were conducted by telephone from the New York offices 
of Louis Harris & Associates during September and October, 1986. Interviews 
were conducted on weekdays from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. When necessary, 
appointment^ wc^re made to interview the relevant officers in a company. 

Up to three callback attempts were made to reach all selected 
respondents in the three separate groups. 
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Four questloririaires were developed for the study: one for top 
managers, one for EEO officers^ one for deparlrraent heads and line managers, and 
cne for top managers in very small companies. All four questionnaires are 
nearly identical, but each cbrtairis some unique questions. Appendix B contains 
a copy of the questionnaire used for EEO officers. Copies of the other 
questionnaires can be obtained from LCD. 

Data Processing 

The editing, coding, and data processing of all questionnaires were 
conducted by Louis Harris & Associates. 

Codes were developecl for responses to open-ended questions^ with only 
those responses given by less than 0.2% of the respondents being coded as 
"other" responses. 

Sampling Error 

Table A-3 indicates the sampling error associated with various sample 
sizes and the reported sample percentages, at the 95% confidence level. 
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Table A-1 
SAMPLE DISPOSITION 

Total nuiubef called 1926 
Ineligible 

No reply after ft calls 204 

Duplicate number 14 

Wrong number (not company listed) 17 

" Respondent away for duration of survey ioi 

Not in service 65 

Total Eligible 1525 100% 
Not interviewed because 

Respondent terminated during interview 39 3% 

Respondent refused 547 36*^ 

— Respondent busy 18 1% 

Interviewed 921 50% 
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Table A'2 



THE SAMFEES 



Base 



Top EEO Line Managers of 

Total Managers Officers Managers Sin ai 1 Comp anies 



921 
% 



210 
% 



301 
% 



210 
% 



200 
% 



Size of C ompany 



10,000 or more employees 26 33 

1,000-9,999 employees 26 34 

50-999 employees 26 33 

10-49 (employees 22 



33 
33 
33 



33 
33 
33 



100 



Region 



East 
Midwest 
South 
West 



26 
24 
31 
19 



38 
23 
25 
14 



21 
23 
32 
25 



21 
24 
37 
18 



26 
26 
3i 
19 



Type of Business 

Manufacturing 
Wholesale or retail 
Financial services 
Other services 
ether 

% in Blue Collar or 

Skilled Eabor 

(Median) 

Unionized or Not 

Has uhlbti members 
Does hot 

Federal Gbverhmeht 
Gbntracts 



30 
29 
17 
18 
10 



52 



34 
65 



41 
17 
15 
16 
12 



54 



51 
49 



28 
32 
21 
17 
10 



50 



35 
63 



28 
34 
2Q 
17 
5 



49 



36 
62 



26 
29 
11 
21 
12 



4? 



12 
88 



Has 

Does hot have 



30 
62 



42 
55 



36 
51 



28 
57 



9 
91 



lype of Disability 
Insurance 
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Outside 

Self-Insured 

Both 



57 
3b 



52 
32 
11 



53 
34 



123 



50 
36 
4 



76 
15 
3 
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Table A-3 



this table shows the sampling tolerance, at 95% confidence 
level, to use In evaluating any Individual percentage result. 

REPORTED SAMPLE PERCENTAGE 



10% or 90% 20% or 80% 30%^ 70% 40% or 60% Result at 50% 
3 3 



Result Is Based 


10% or 


900 


2 


800 


2 


700 


2 


600 


2 


500 


3 


400 


3 


300 


3 


200 


4 


100 


6 


SO 


8 



3 3 

3 3 

3 4 

4 4 

4 4 

5 S 
g 6 
8 9 

11 13 



ERIC 



i24 



3 


3 


3 


3 


4 


4 


4 


4 


4 


4 


5 


S 


6 


6 


7 


7 


io 


10 


i4 


14 
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APPENDIX B: QUESTiONNAiRE 



Note: In the Interest of keeping down the length of this report, only one 
of the four questionnaires is included. The other three questionnaires were 
similar but shorter. Copiec can be obtained on request from i.C.D. 
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LdUiS HARRIS AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

630 Fifth Avenue 

New Yorki New York 10111 



Study No. 864009 

August 28, 1986 (EEO Officers) 



Interviewer:. 
Area Code: 



Telephone No. 



1 FOR OFFICE USE ONLY: 
/ 

/ Questionnaire No. : 

/ 

L 5-6-7-6 



Sample Point No. / / - / / - / — / — / 
10-11-12-13-14-15 



Time Started: 

I.D. No.: Date: 



.A.M. /P.M. 



(16-25) 



Respondent's Name: 
Title: 



Organization: 
Address : — 



City/ Town:. 



-State: 



_Zlp: 



SWITCHBOARD INTRODUCTION: 
Hello, I'm 



calling from Louis Karris and Associates, the dplnlbri polling 



firm in New York^ I am trying to Identify the senior manager responsible for equal 
employment opportunity in your company. Could you give me that person's name and 
telephone extension please? RECORD NAME ABOVE . 

RESPONDENT INTRODUCTION: 

Hello, I'm calling from Louis Harris and Associates, the opinion polling 

firm in New York. I would like to confirm that you are (RESPONDENT NAME), the manager 
responsible for equal employment opportunity. 

(IF NAME AND RESPONSIBILITIES CONFIRMED, CONTINUE. IF NOT, ASK: Could you please tell me 
who is the equal employment opportunity manager? RECORD NAME AND FSEPEAT INTRODUCTION WITH 
PROPER RESPONDENT.) 

We are conducting a survey oh the employment of people with disabilities, (and are 
interested in your ojplnloris and your organization's policies). 

OPTIONAL: 

Ss in all our surveys, neither your name nor your organizatibnal affiliation will ever be 
released, and the results of this study will be reported in aggregate form only. 

3PTiONALj^ 

rhe interview will take about 15-20 minutes. When the survey is finished we will send you 
a copy of the fu31 report, which will be designed to help employers with the emplo/ment of 
landlcapped people. 
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1. Would you say that a strong emphasis on social and communal responsibility is an 
important jjart of your corporate culture ^ or not? 

Yes, an important part. . . . . . -1 

No, not important. ............. . -2 

Not sure -3 

Refused 4 

2. Does your company currently make a special effort to recruit (READ EACH ITEM), or not? 

Does 

Current ly Not Not 

DO NOT ROTATE Makes Make Sure Refused 

a. People from minority groups ,( 27( ~1 -2 -3 -4 

b. ^handicapped persons. By "hand we mean 
to include people with physical, seeing, 
hearing and speech disabilities, or emotional 
or mental disabilities, or long-term health 

problems ( 28( -1 -2 -3 -4 

3. In general, how would you compare handicapped job flPPlicgnts to most ndn -handicapped 
applicants on their (READ ITEM) are handicapped applicants better, worse, or about the 
same as most non -handicapped applicants? 

About Doesn't 

j_ 1 the ^PP^y Depends Not 

ROTATE START AT "X - Better Worse Same (Vol. ) (Vol. j Sure Refused 

( ) 1. Formal education. . . . ( 29( -1 -2 -3 _-4 -5 -6 ^ _-7 

( 3 2. Job skills ..( 3Qf -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6 -7 

( ) 3. Ability to sell 

themselves. ........ .( 31f -1 -2 -3 -.4 -5 6 -1 

i 3 4. Leadership pbtential( 32f -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6 -7 

( 3 5. Cbmmuhicatibri skillsf 33? - -1 2 -3 -4 -5 -6 -7 

(3 6. Past experience. .... ( 34f -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6 - ^ 7 

4. Would you say that your handicapped employees usually get promoted at about the same 
rate as most other employees, at a slower rate, or at a faster rate? 

Get promoted at same rate. ...... ( 35r -1 

At a slower rate. .................. . -2 

At a faster rate -3 

Depends (vol . )....... ,4 

Not applicable (vol.3 5 

Not sure. -6 

Refused. \ -7 
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5. Let me read you some statements that people have made about employing handicapped 
people. For each, please say if ypu_agree strongly, agree somewhat, disagree somewhat, or 
disagree stron?riy? READ EACH STATEMENT 



ROTATE 



START At "X" 



Agree_ 
Strongly 



Agree 
Some- 

Wiia u 



Dis- 
agree 
Some- 
what 



( ) a. 



( ) b. 



( ) c. 



Special privileges usually 
must be made for handi- 
capped employees. . ( ^^- 



Handicapped employees have 
fewer accidents on the job 
than do non-handicapped 
employees. (32L. 



Handicapped people just 
don't fit in with most non- 
handicapped employees ( 38(: 



:-2 



-1 



--1 



Not 



Disagree cable Not 
Strongly (Vol. ) Sure 



No 
Answer/ 
Refused 



-3 



.-4 -5 -6 



-4 



-4 



-7 



-6 



-6 



6. Po ypu think that the civil rights laws that cover minorities against discrimination 
should also cover handicapped persons, or not? (IF RESPONDENT SAYS THAT LAWS ALREADY 
COVER THEM, PROBE WITH: Do you think that civil rights laws should or shouW Mot ....?) 

Yes, should cover ( 39( - 1 

No, should not cover.. -2 

Not sure. .................... . -3 

Refused . -4 



7. Do you feel that handicapped people often encounter job discrimination from employers, 
or not? 

Yes, encounter discrimination. . . . f 4Q( -1 

No^ do not encounter -2 

Not sure. "3 

Refused. -4 

8a. Does your company have an established policy of prbgram foi the hiring of handicapped 
people, or not? 

Yes, has a policy or program. . f 41( -1 (ASK Q.8b) 



No, has no policy or program. . . 

Not sure........ -3 ksKIP TO Q.8e) 

Refused. ' 



8b. Does your company have a specific person or department that bversses the hiring of 
handicapped people, or not? 

Yes, has specific person/department. ( 42f -1 

No, does not have specific person/department..... -2 

Not sure. . -3 

Refused. -4 

ERIC ^"^^ 



8c. Does your cdmpany policy require that you employ a certain number of handicapped 
people, or have a certain prdpbrtlbh of handicapped employees in your work force, or not? 



Yes, policy requlres_ a certain number of 

handicapped employees. C U3( -1 

No, policy does not require this. .............. . -2 

Not surie -3 

Refused. -4 

8d^ Does >dur company have any program or distribute any literature that helps your 
managers and employees learn to work with handicapped people, or not? 

Yes, has program or literature. . ( 4^ -1 

No, does not have program or literature......... -2 

Not sure -3 

Refused . . , , -4 

Be. Has your cpmiany hired, any han^ people In the past 3 years, or hot? 

(NOTE: psPONDENT MAY ASK IF gyESTIQN_Rjms^ THEIR LOCATION OR THE WHOLE COMPANY. 
TELL TiffiM TO ANSWER FOR THE LOCATIONS THEY FEEL QUALIFIED TO SPEAK ABOUT.) 

Yes, have hired. ........ f4 5( -l (SKIP TO Q.9a) 

No, have not hired -2 (ASK Q-8f) 

Not sure. -sTfSKIP TO Q. 9a) 

Refused. -4J 

8f. Is/Are (READ EACH ITEM) ari Important reason why you haven't hired handicapped people 
in the past three years, or not? 

Not an 

- important important Depends Not 

ROTATE ~- STARTS AT Reason Reason (Vol. ) Sure Refused 

) 1. A lack of qualified applicants ..... (4|£__-1 -2 -3 -4 -5 

) 2. Architectural barriers or a lack 

special equipment ( 47( -2 -3 -4 -5 

) 3. An absence of Job openings or a 

hiring freeze. ..................... (4&£__-l _-2 -3 -4 -5 

) 4. The fact that you are unable to 

train handicapped people C A9( -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 

) 5. Their being a safety risk to 

themselves or others. .............. ( 50( -1 -2 -3 _-4 -5 

ASK LAST — DO NOT A SK OF TOP MA NAGEMENT 

6. A lack of support from top 

management ( 51( -1 -2 -3 -4 5 

(SKIP TO Q.ida) 

ERIC ^ 
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9a. _ Has your company hired any aandicapped people in the past year, since (DATE) 1985, or 
not? 

(NOTE: RESPONDENT MAY ASK IF QUESTION REFERS TO THEIR LOCATION OR THE WHOLE COMPANY. 
TELL THEM TO ANSVTER FOR THE LOCATIONS THEY FEEL QUALIFIED TO SPEAK ABOUT. ) 

Yes, has hired ( 52( -1 (SKIP TO Q.9b) 

No, has not hired -2 (ASK Q.9c) 

Not sure 
Refused. 



9b. How were those handicapped people referred to your company? Anything else? 
DO NOT READ LIST MULTIPLE RECORD 



GbVeirrinient Vbcatibhal rehabilitation agency C 53 ( 1 

^?^y®^®_Y^^M^i9PSl rehabilitation agency -2 

State employment service. ............................... . -3 

Private employment agency. .............................. . -4 

Agency which places handicapped people. ................. . -5 

Company recruiters* -6 

Independent recruiters/headhunters ,-7 

Came of their own initiative. ........................... . -8 

Colleges and schools .................................... . -9 

Current employees , ( 54( - 1 

Friends or wbrd-of -mouth -2 

Other (SPECIFY): 

. .... . -3 

Not sure . -4 

Refused ^-S 



(SKIP TO Q. 10a) 



■3\(SKIP TO Q.lOa) 
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In'the'SiSI' or'notP^ " "^^"^"'^ "^^^^^ handicapped people 

Not ah _ 

ROTATF — ^TART AT "V" important Important Depends Not :^ 

SOTATl START AT X Reason Reason (Vol.) Sure Refused 



) 1. A lack of qualified applicants ..... (55£___-l — _--2 -3 

) 2. Architectural barriers or a lack 

Epeciai equipment.. ( 56( -1 -2 -3 
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^"4 -5 

^-4 -5 

_-4 -5 



) 3. Ah absence of job openings or a 

hiring freeze ( 57( -1 -2 -3 

) 4. The fact that you are unable to _ 

train handicapped people. .... ( 3^ -i ,2 -3 -4 -5 

) 5. Their being a safety risk to 

themselves or others ( 59c ,^ _2 -3 -4 ^5 

AS^^^ST — DO NOT ASK QF TOP MANAGEMENT 

6. A lack of support from top 

management ...r 6Q( -1 -2 ,3 .4 .5 
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ASK EVgRTOWK 

IF "PARTI<JIPAtgD«' IM q ^AOMr^Tmir-imEDlArZLl ASK Q.lOb. THEN ASK NEXT 10a ITEM . 

Noir I'm_going to aak you about apacific govarnSanC prbgrajDsa. In tHa paat thrae yeara has your company 
(READ ITEM)i or not? *^ 



10b. Woiaa you rata your cotspiny'a azptrlrnca with (READ ITEM) vary aucctsafuli aocaevh«t ■aceaiafui: hot tod 
succaaaful^ or not auccaaaful at all? 

Q>10b 



Q,10i 



DO NOT ROTATK 
I 



Parti- Did Not 
cxpat a d Wot Stira Rafuaad 



^?§?ticipatad in) a 

Proj!acta_irith_Indtxatry 

or PWI Progra«.,...,,, (61( - I 

XPsrticipitad in) tha 

Targatad J obi Tix 

Cradit Progrii. • • ( 42< ^1 

^?»*^ticipatad inLa.- 
'Tpb.Training, Partnar- 
'ibip Act Prograa or 
PIC CoonciX (Privata 
Induitry Council) , , , , , (63 C ~i 



-2 



^ • i?*^ ■P? i« t i on 

yith) atata vocational 
rehabiXitation 
aganciaa. (64 ( 

5; (Had any aaabciatioh 
with) indapaQdani: 
Xiving cantora ( ^5f 



-1 



-2 



-3 



-3 



-3 



-3 



-4 



Not 

Very Somayhat Not Too Succaaa- 
Succaaa- Succasa- Succaaa- ful_ Not 
ISii IS IS at AIX Sura Rafuaad 



( 66 (- 



(67 ( 



(M£- 



( 69^ 



-2 



(70( -I 



_3 



-3 



-5 



-6 



-4 



-5 



-3 



-6 



—6 



10c. What ia Cha moat important atap that public or priyata aganciea ohouXd take that they are not taking 
now, CO balp coapaniaa lika youra aaploy handicappad people? Anything else? 



(72-72) 

(75-76^ 



EKLC 



— . -7- CARD 1/2 864009 

11a. Does your company screen job candidates for functlbnal limitations for doing the 
job, or not? 

Yes, scr^.ens ( 7^ ■■I fASK Q.llb) 



No, do not screen. ....... . -2^ 

Not sure . -3 MSKIP TO Q. 11c) 

Refused -4 J 



lib. Is this Information used in making hiring decisions, or not? 

Used. ( 7S( -I 

Not used -2 

Not sure. -3 

Refused. ................. . -4 

11c. Does your company encourage job candidates and employees to self-identify themselves 
as handicapped or as having a specific disability, or not? 

Yes , candidates/employees encouraged 

to self-identify ( 79( -l 

No, not asked -2 

Not applicable (vol.) 3 

Not sure. -4 

Refused . -5 

lid. Now let's talk about your cdmpaiiy' s experiences with handicapped employees, past and 
present. In general, how would you rate the job performance of handicapped employees who 
work for your company excellent, good, only fair, or poor? 

Excellent I S0( — -i 

Good. "2 

Only fair. ....... . . . -3 

Poor. .................. . -4 

Not applicable (vol.)... -5 

Not sure -6 

Refused. -7 

12. I'm going to read some criteria used to evaluate employees. How would you rate 
handicapped employees on their (READ EACH ITEM) are they better, worse, or about the 
same as non -handicapped employees in similar jobs? 

About 

- - - .. .. the Not 

ROTATE START AT "x" Better Worse Same Sure Refused 



5 



) a. Leadership ability...... ( ^^or ^1 

) b. Desire for promotion. ................. ( iK -1 -2 -3 -4 - -5 

) c. Attendance and punctuality on the lob. ( 12( -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 



) d. Willingness to work hard... ,2 -.3 -4 .5 

) e. Reliability ( 14( -1 -2 -3 4 13 

) f. Productivity .( i5( -1 -2 -3 -4 .-5 



-2 


-3 


-4 


-2 


-3 


-4 


-2 


-3 


-4 


-2 


-3 


-4 


-2 


-3 - 


4 


-2 


-3 


-4 
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A??' _ .y9^_??.^® 79^^^ cbmpariy's success at prbmbtlhg hahdlcapped employees, have 

yon been very saccessfai, somewhat successful, not too isuccessful, or not successful at 
all? 



successful. ._ . ^ ( 16( -1 

Somewhat successful - --2 

Not too successful. . . ~3 

Not successful at all....... -4 

Not applicable (vol.)....... -5 

Not sure 

Ref us ed 7 

13b. Does your company employ a disability professional who works with handicapped 
employees or their supervisors^ or not? 

Employs a disability professional. C ^7f -1 

Does not employ one -2 

Not sure. ............................ . -3 

Refused. ............................. . -4 

your company made any a in the workplace or changes in its 

practices in order to help handicapped empldyees do their jobs, or hot? 

Yes^ accommodations or changes made. . . f 18( -1 (ASK Q.i4b) 

No, accommodations or changes not made. . . . -2 (SKIP TO Q.IS) 

Not sure. -31 

Refused //.[[[[[[[[[[[.[.[.[[[—Jp^^^ TO Q.16) 



14b. Has your cbmpany (READ EACH ITEM)? 



(NOTE: RESPONDENT MAY ASK IF QUESTION REFERS TO THEIR LOCATION OR THE WHOLE COMPANY. 
TELL THEM TO ANSWER FOR THE LOCATIONS THEY FEEL QUALIFIED TO SPEAK ABOUT.) 



DO NOT ROTATE 



Have 



1. Rembved architectural barri^^s or changed 
changed furniture to give handicapped 
employees full access, or not. . . . ....... ( 19C - 



2. Purchased ahy_ special telephones or equip- 
ment to help handicapped emplbyees, br hot . ( 20(. 



3. Adjusted work hours or restructured jobs to 

accommodate handicapped employees, or not. . ( 2i(^ 



4. Provided readers br Interpreters tb help 
blind or speech and hearing-impaired 
employees, or not. ......................... ( 22( 

5. Make any other accommodations, for handi- 
capped employees i or not (SPECIFY): 



Not 
Appli- 
Have cable 
Not (Voi.J 



.-1 



-2 



-2 



'3 



-3 



-3 



Nbt 
Sure 



-4 



-4 



Refused 



--5 



-5 



-5 



::f 23f -1 -2 



-4 



-5 
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14c. In general, would you say that the eos^ of the accommodations you've made ^s very 
expensive, somewhat expensive, not too expensive, or not expensive at all? 

Very expensive. ... ( 2^( >1 

Somewhat expensive. ...... . -2 

Not too expensive... ^3 

Not expensive at all -4 

Not sure. . -5 

Refused . 6 

(SKIP TO 0. 16) 

15. ;fhy have rio accoiranodations in the workplace been made? Any other reasons? 
MULTIPLE RECORD 

None needed. f 25f — 1 

None requested. ................... . -2 

Too expensive. .................... . -3 

Changes heeded were too extensive.. -4 

needed were not feasible. . . — 5 
Laws requlring_ accomodations 

_ don't apply to us . -6 

Other (SPECIFY): 
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— . . .-7 

Not sure. ......................... . -g 

Refused . -9 



16. Would you say that the average cost of employing a handicapped person is greater 
than, less than, or about the same as the cost of employing a non-handicapped person in a 
similar job? 

Greater than. ........ (26£__-l 

Less than. .............. . -2 

About the same . -3 

Depends ( vo 1 . ) -4 

Not sure. -5 

Refused. ................ . -6 
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17. Do you think that it is more difficult to fire a handicapped employee than a 
non -handicapped employee^ or not? 



Yeis, more difficult . . . . . . .( 27( -1 

No, not more difficult -2 

Not sure. .................... . -3 

Refused -4 



18. Now let's talk about current employe become disabled, either from injury, 

illness, or some other health condition. Do you think that employers have a 
responsibility to rehabilitate their employees who become disabled, or not? 



Yes, have responsibility ( 2B^ -1 

.. , . ............ . . -2 

Have a responsibility only if 

L they're injured on the job (vol.)--' "3 

Not sure -4 

Refused -5 



19. _ Do the majority of your disabled employees return to work, or do the majority remain 
disabled or take ah early retirement? 



^?J??ity return to work. ...................... . ( 29f -1 

Majority remain disabled/take early retirement..... -2 

Equal number do both (vol. ) . -3 

Not afjplicable (vol.) -4 

Not sure. -5 

Refused. . -6 



20. In most cases do you think that it is more cost-effective to rehabilitate disabled 
employees and return them to work, or more cost-effective to pay them disability payments 
and replace them? 



More cost-effective to rehabilitate. . . . ( 30( -1 
More cost-effective to pay disability 

payments. -2 

Depends (vol . ) -3 

Not sure. -4 

Refused. . -5 



21. Do you think that your cbtnpariy should make a greater effort than it makes how to 
return more disabled employees to thieir former jobs or place them elsewhere in your 
company, or is it doing enough now? 



Yes^ should, make greater effort ( 3l( -1 

pbihg enough how. »2 

Not applicable (vol.).... -3 

Not sure. ............................... . -4 

Refused. ................................ . -5 
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22; Does your company have (READ EACH ITEM) for any disabled employees, or not? 

b o NOT ROT ATE „ _ Not 

" 2§ve Not H^ve Sure Refused 



1. Consultation from private rehabilitation 

• • • (32i -1 -3 

2. Light duty employment options ^ or part- 
time, or flexible hours... . ( 23( ,f 

3. Medical case management. .................. (34£_^-l 

4. Long-term disability benefits (35I__-1 

5. A trial work period during which 
disability benefits are continued. ........ ( 36r -1 



-4 

.-2 -4 

--2 -3 -4 

.-2 -3 -4 



th„. months, or after four to six Souths, or >fter .ori thai Lx .liifis? " 



Within first month ...... C 57( 

After 1 to 3 mbriths -2 

After 4 to 6 months ^ -3 

After more than 6 months -4 

Deptehds (vol. )............. —^5 

Do not monitor progress (vol.).. -6 

Not sure -7 

Refused. _g 

ali fS1^r1i,^S*? "™ • ""J"' "^»' P""-^ °' not . probl™ ,t 

Not a 

BO NOT ROTATE ^"^J?^ Problem Not 

• Problem Profc^lea at All Sure Refused 

a. Resistance from supervisors or co- 
workers toward disabled employees 

returning to work ( 38^ -1 ,2 3 4 



b. Union regulations preventing Job 

re-assignments or job modification for 
returning employees. ( 39^ ,| 



-5 



Yes, should do more ( U0( -1 

Doing enough now. -2 

Not sure -3 

Refused ,4 
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26.. In the next 3 years, how likely do you think It Is that your company actually will 
inake_greater efforts than It makes now, to employ more handicapped people ±s it very 
iikeiy, somewhat likely, not too likely, or not likely at ail? 

Very likely f 41( -1 

Somewhat _ likely 2 

Not too likely -3 

Not likely at all.;.... -4 

Not sure. ............. . -5 

Refused. .............. -6 

27. At present^ is your company able to provide in-house training for heindicapped 
employees, or not? 

Yes, able to provide f 42r -1 (SKIP TO Q.29) 

No, hot able . -2 (ASK Q. 28) 



Not sure. ................... -3\(SKIP TO Q. 29) 

Refused 



28. (Is/Are) (READ EACH ITEM) an important reason why you currently cannot train 
handicapped people in-house, or not? 

Important Not Not 

DO NOT ROTATE Reason Important Sure Refused 

1. Architectural barriers in your hnf Idin^: : : . . f 43( -1 2 -3 4 

2. A lack of needed special equipment f44^ -1 -2 -3 -4 

3. A lack of special training for your 

mahagbjg s and supervisors ................... (45( -i -2 3 -4 



29. Do yon think that increased tax deductions and financial iriceritives would induce 
employers like yourself to train and employ moire handicapped people, or not? 

Yes, would Induce employers . (46£^__"1 

No, would not induce 2 

Depends (vol. ) "3 

Not sure . '•4 

Refused. ^-S 
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Initiatives and policy changes which 

very effective L^^^^ If you think each one%ould 

very effective, soroewhat effective, not too effective, or riot effective ^.t- «T4 +r, * 
PF^n^IlS !^^"^^"<^i"PP^^ People, Jpr^ disab ed employee^? 

READ^EAGH «^ AND PROMPT VITH CATF.nnRI^ AS OFTEN AS NF.KnPh ^ 



ROTATE START At ''X' 



Very 
Effective 



Somewhat 
Effective 



- Not 
Not Too Effective Not 
Effec%4v^ at-All Sure 



Refused 



( ) a. Having the government 
P?9yi§® additional tax 
deductions for ^ or share 
in the cost of, expensive 
accommcdations. .......... (47£. 



-5 __---6 



( ) b. 



??yA^S rabre con^ahles 
provide Internship s or 
part-time lobs as a way of 
openings the door to full- 
time jobs for bandicapped 
people. C 48(_ 



( ) 



( ) d. 



Having foundations and 
trusts pay some costs for 
bh-tho-^ b b training for 
handicapped employees. . . , (49(_ 



-5 -6 



■5 -6 



Having outside rehabilita- 
tion vendors provide Job 
cbaches to companies to 
help haiidicappiBd employees 
learn their Jobs ( 50(_ 



-2 



-5 -6 



( ) e. Broadening current federal 
affirmative action require- 
ments sb that handicapped 
people get the same cover- 
age as other minority 
groups ................... (54£ 

( ) f. Having employers explain 
specific funcfe^nal 
requirements as part of 
Job descriptions for 
openings ( 52(_ 

( ) g. Establishing direct 

training and recruiting 
programs with schools arid 
vocational rehabilitation 
agencies so that employers 

more qualified 
handicapped applicants. . . f 53(^ 



.-3 



::-4 



.-5 -6 



-4 



-5 _~~-6 



-5 -6 
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30. (Continued) 



ROTATE 



START AT 



"X" 



Vary 
Effective 



Somewhat 
Effective 



Not Too 
Effective 



Not 

Effective Not 
at All Sure 



Refused 



( ) h. 



( ) 



Having the CEO In 
companies like yours 
establish voluntary 
employment targets for 
handicapped people ( 54(_ 



.-1 



-3 



-4 



-6 



Having disability pirdfes- 
^l9??l^_ give technical 
assistance or counsel to 
employers fo_r_ accbimnoda- 
t ions or problems with 
specif Ic handicapped 
employees ................ (5.'5j^ 



-1 



-2 



-3 



-6 



( ) j. Having companies like 

yours provide awareness 
training to your employees 
about the special needs of 
handicapped workers and the 
company's employinent 

policies for them. ....... ( 56( -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6 

( ) k. Having the government 
subsidize, salaries for 
severely handicapped 
employees for a trial 

period. . . . .(52i__-l -2 -3 -4 -5 -6 



1 
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Fl. Approximately hot, rnaiy people does your company employ In the Untted States? 



Less than 50 


. ..f58f 


-1 


51-100 


-2 


101-250 




-3 


251-500. ........ 




-4 


501-750. ........ 






751-1,000. ...... 




-5 
-6 


1,001-3^000 




-7 


3,001-5,000 




-8 


5,001-7,500. 




-9 


7,501-10,000 




-0 


10^001-15,000. . . 


..(59f 


-1 


15,001-20,000. . . 




-2 


20,001 or more. . 




-3 


Not sure. ....... 




-4 


Refused. ........ 




-5 



jobs?^^^''''''^'"^^^*^ ""^^ percentage of your employees ire in blue-collar or skilled labor 

^ / / / % 
(60-62) 

Not sure -1 

Refused. ......... . ^2 

F3a. Are any of your employees union members, or not? 

members f 64( — -l 

No unionized employees — 2 

Not sure -3 

Refused . -4 

F3b. Does your firm currently have any contracts with the federal government, or not? 

Yes, has contracts. ........ ( 65( -i 

no contracts -2 

Not sure. — .3 

Refused. ~ ^-4 
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F4a. What is the_ma in business or businesses of your corporation? 
PROBE TO BE ABLE^ TO-CIASSIFY 

a. Manufacturing agribusiness^^^ . .............. .( 66( -i 

b. Manufacturing airlines/aerospace. ................ . -2 

c. Kahufacturihg chemicals/pharmaceuticals........... -3 

d. Maiiufacturihg energy. -4 

e. Manufactu\:ihg — high technology... -5 

f . Manufacturing mining and minerals -6 

g. Other manufacturing. ................................ . -7 

h. Construction -8 

1 . Transpbr tat ion -9 

J. Public utility . — 0 

k. Wholesale. f 67^ -1 

L. Retail. .............. ..................... . -2 

m. Financialy insurance, real estate. .................. . -3 

.n. Services. ... . , . «4 

Other type of company (SPECIFY): 



. . . -5 

Not sure. ........................................... . -6 

F4b.^ Does your company have outside insurance for disability, or are you self-insured for 
disability? 

Outside insurance ( 68( -1 

Self -insured -2 

Both (vol.). -3 

Not sure. ................... . -4 

Refused. .................... . -5 

F5. What is your title? 

(69-70) 

7 1-802 

That completes the interview. Thank you very much for your cooperationf 

TIME ENDED: A.M. /P. M. 
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